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FOREWORD 

[1 ] 

A complete history of Indian philosophy during the early mediaeval age 
remains yet to be written. It represents probably the most prolific period in the 
intellectual life of India when scholastic metaphysics and logic, like other bran¬ 
dies of Indian culture, had their origin and development. It covers nearly a thou¬ 
sand years before the advent of Islamic invaders Like Nyaya Vaisheshika, Mimansa, 
Vedanta, Vyakarana and Agamik schools on the orthodox side, the Buddhist and 
jaina schools also produced some of their best philosophic writers during this 
period. Thanks to the untiring labours and admirable perseverance of modem 
scholars some of the best works of these schools, supposed to have been irrevoca¬ 
bly lost, are being gradually recoverd and brought to light. We are sincerely grate¬ 
ful to these pains taking workers for what they have been doing in this field. 

1 congratulate Dr, Mahendra Kumar Jain, M. A fJ Nyayacharya, Ph, D, of 
the College of Oriental Learning, Banaras Hindu University on his remarkable 
achievement in the sphere of early Jain philosophical speculations. Having reco¬ 
vered Siddhi Vinishchaya, the lost work of the veteran Jain logician, Akalanka and 
having edited it and its commentary by Ananta-virya he has rendered an invalu¬ 
able service to the cause not only of the Jain philosophy but of the entire mediaeval 
philosophy of India. The text of Akalanka’s work had to be reconstructed by him 
from the single manuscript of a single commentary f with occasional help derived from 
Other sources. The labours involved in this text have naturally been immense and 
it is a pleasure to find that we are at last presented with the fruits of his long con¬ 
tinued labour in the form of an excellent critical edition of the text and commen¬ 
tary accompanied by a learned introduction { 116 pages in English and 164 pages 
in Hindi ) and by notes in Sanskrit ( named Aloka ) by the editor himself, ft is 
true that in a work of this kind it is not possible to ensure absolute freedom from 
inaccuracies but there is no doubt lhat a tolerably correct and readable text of 
Akalanka*s magnum opus is now available to us for closure study and further 
investigation. 

Gopinath Kaviraj 

2 A, Sigra ) ( Mahnmahopadhyaya, M. A., D. Lilt., 

Varanasi ) Ex. Principal, Govt. Sanskrit College, Varanasi ) 




" Victory to Akalanka’s Sacred Word, which 
is like a moon in the sky of Anekqnta.” 


—Shu bhach andr a, 



INTRODUCTION 1 


The Introduction to the present work is given under three divisions : 

1* The material available for the present volume and its critical 
utilisation, 

2 . The authors and their age, and 

3. Historical and Philosophical discussion of the ideas embodied 

in the original text, Siddhivinikaya of Akalahka and its ilka 
by Anantavirya, 

The mediaeval period of Indian Philosophy has to be accredited for 
producing the epoch-making philosophers like Kumarila, the great ex¬ 
ponent of Mimamsa, Dharmakirti, the brilliant logician of Buddhism, 
and Akalanka, the very pinnacle of logical acumen and philosophical wisdom. 
Akalanka was the most original interpreter of Jaina epistemology and he 
built a system of Nyaya which later came to be known as Akalanka-nydya. 

In the present volume, Akalanka’s Siddhivinikaya (SV) with vriti 
(SW) of the author himself and Siddhivinikaya-tika (SVT) of Anahta- 
virya are published for the first time with the help of a single manuscript, 
and that too has been only available for SVT, out of which the other two, 
namely, the SV and SW have been reconstructed. 


1. THE MATERIAL FOR THE EDITION 

L The Ms. of Siddhivinikaya-tlka : 

The Ms. of the Siddhivinikaya-tikd was found out from Kodayagrama 
in Cutch, in 1926, by the revered Pt. Sukhalalji while he was editing Sanmati 
Tar ha. Pandit ji has given some quotations from the SVT in his edition 
of Sanmati Tarka , in the foot-notes. 

Unfortunately, the Ms. of SVT is full of mistakes, firstly because 2 
some of the letters arc disfigured due to the leaves having got stuck up, 
and secondly perhaps because the original Ms. from which the one under 
reference is copied, was written in padimdtrd style and the copyist being 

1 The English Introduction gives only the gist of Hindi intro. The readers are, 
therefore, requested to consult the Hindi Intro, for detailed discussions. 

2 Sec Hindi Intro, p. 2. 
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unable to distinguish the maims— V and V ; has made the confusion of 
vowels, which mainly accounts for mistakes at various places. Besides 

many such causes there are blank dotted spaces just as ... ; given 

in the Ms. which indicate that either some letters have been brushed out 
of the original Ms. or it did not have that portion at all. Leaf numbering 
487 is missing in the Ms. 

From the Prafasti , at the end of the Ms., it is dear that this was written 
by Sahu Dhanaraja of Namadagotra for Dharmasuri of Visalagaccha 
beginning from Aryaraksita. Further it is known that the Ms. is a copy 
of the Ms. which was got written by Sand, a generous anuvrati Srdvaka and 
presented to Nagadcvagani, The copyist was Visnudcva who copied it 
in Sam vat 1662. From the external evidences, e.g. the quality of the paper 
etc., of the present Ms. it can be conjectured that this copy was prepared 
without the lapse of any long interval of time. Reference has already been 
made to the fact that the Ms. is full of mistakes and omissions. The 
corrections in SVT have been given in round brackets ( ) and additions 
have been shown in square brackets [ ]. 

2. The reconstruction of Siddhiviniscaya and its Vrtti: 

As already stated, SV and SW are reconstructed with the help 
of SVT, so with a view to substantiate the correctness of the reconstruction 
of the said texts, the references to SV and SW, found here and there in 
the SVT and other Jaina as well as non-Jaina works, have been added 
in the foot-note called Akka-Tippana . The SV. and SW of Akalanka have 
been reconstructed by selecting words from the SVT. It was, indeed, 
very difficult to reconstruct SV in various metrical forms ■ still it had to 
be done and an appreciable success has, it is hoped, been achieved. The 
difficulty is felt still more when SVT is silent at certain places; and at such 
spots the reconstruction has only been possible where other sources were 
available. It is quite possible that in such a stupendous text as SVT, 
comprising almost as many as eighteen thousand verses (granthdgra), the 
words of SV and SW, selected for commentary, may be merged in the 
SVT or the words of the SVT may be mistaken to be those of SV and 
SW. 

Being quite aware of these difficulties, attempt has been made to 
the best of the author's capacity to reconstruct SV and SW. Hence, 
the SV and SW have been printed in square brackets [ ] ; such brackets 
are also given for the words which are added with the help of the works 
other than SVT. 
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To substantiate out reconstruction, cross-references are given in 
the foot-notes giving the text of SV and SVV. referred to in SVT* Such 
references are alphabetically shown in the Appendix No. 8. 

The following table shows the number of verses of SV reconstructed 
in the present volume. They are as follow : 


1 . 

Pratyaksa siddhi 

28 

2. 

SavikalpasiddM 

29 

3. 

Pramamniarasiddhi 

24 

4. 

Jiva siddhi 

24 

5. 

Ja/pa siddhi 

2H 

6. 

He tulak Sana siddhi 

43 £ 

7. 

Sdstra siddhi 

30 

8. 

Sarvajna siddhi 

43 

9. 

Sabda siddhi 

45 

10. 

A rtkanaya siddhi 

28 

11. 

Sabdanaya siddhi 

31 

12. 

Niksepa siddhi 

16 



370 


In addition to SV, the SW, which is reconstructed in prose, will 
come to about 500 verses if metrically composed. 

3. The Nature of Quotations : 

The references drawn from works other than the text are printed 

in double inverted (*V.”) comas with the sign of (*), in Grate No, 2. 

The sources of the quotations are given in square brackets just at the end 
of the quotation. There are some quotations in the text before us, which 
are referred to such authors and their works as are not traceable in 
the works available to the editor of this volume. In such places, similar 
references are given in the foot-notes ; besides variant readings are also 
supplied from other sources. At the same time, the quotations which 
throw some light upon historical matters have been carefully scrutinised 
and critically reviewed, 

4, Aloka-Tippana by the Editor i 

A large number of references relevant to the arguments for and 
against the topics discussed, have been added in foot-notes called Aloka , 
so that such comparative notes may give a clear idea of the historical develop¬ 
ment of the problems. The explanatory notes are also supplied. Variant 
readings of the quotations are given in the Notes which are based on more 
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than two-hundred and fifty works, the detailed survey of which has been 
given at the end under Sanketa-Vivarana -Appendix No, 12, 

5. Appendices i 

The following is the list of topics dealt with in various Appendices, 
1* The alphabetical arrangement of the first and the third pdda 
of Siddhivinikaya. 

2, The Karikas included in SVV. 

3, The quotations of the SW. 

4, The Variant readings of SV and SVV referred to in SVT, 

5, The alphabetical list of the technical words of SV and SW. 

6, Karikas by Anantavirya in SVT, 

7, The quotations, with references, of SVT, 

8, SV and SW as quoted in SVT. 

9, The authors and works quoted in SVT. 

10. Axioms and Epigrams. 

11. Some technical words of SVT, 

12. Abbreviations, 




2. THE AUTHORS 


1. Bhatta Akalanka 

It can be said without much exaggeration that Akalanka is a brilliant 
personality in the Jaina Philosophical literature ; undoubtedly, he occupies 
the highest place in the jaina Nyaya literature. Though the Agamas do 
contain discussions about Pramdna^ the credit goes to Akalanka for the 
systematic classification of the above with correct phraseology. And 
thus the Jaina commentators and philosophers of the later period owe 
much to Akakdka’s incisive insight to understand the old classics ; in 
fact, Akalanka stands independent by himself; and his work has rightly 
been referred to as Akakoka-Nyaya. 

Certainly, Akalanka can be compared with the intellectual giants of 
other systems of Indian philosophy as referred to above. Akalanka sys¬ 
tematised the Jaina logic on the basis of the philosophical expositions of 
Samantabhadra and Siddhasena, He gave the precise meaning to the 
terms used in the Agamas and moulded them into a systematic body of 
thought. 

It must be readily admitted that the medieval period, ex, the seventh, 
eighth and ninth centuries* of the Indian Philosophical history is one of 
a brisk intellectual revolution. Every system of Indian thought was sys¬ 
tematised by its respective exponents; this is not all. These exponents 
subjected other schools of thought to severe criticism. This period has 
to its credit, the philosophical debates giving opportunity to the exponents 
and scholars of different schools to study other systems intensively with 
a view to combat the arguments of the opponent schools. The purpose 
was not only to win over other schools but to have the royal patronage 
without which the propagation of the religion would not be effective. 
The literature of this era exemplifies more refutations of other schools 
rather than construction of their own systems. 

Akalanka was an inspiring philosopher and he himself invited ins¬ 
piration from without; this he gathered from the attacks on Jaina philo¬ 
sophy by the exponents of other schools, particularly the Buddhist philo¬ 
sophers, In his attempt to defend the teachings of Jaina Agamas, without 
being dogmatic, he reconstructed and rejuvenated the Jaina-Nyaya on a 
firmer foundation* 
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(a) Epigraphkal references of Akalanka : 

As stated already, Bhatta Akalanka was an cpock-makcr ; naturally, 
the inscriptions of later period are full of adorations and admirations for 
Akalarika’s logical subtlety and philosophical sublimity* A note-worthy 
instance of his unrivalled popularity is witnessed by his ma nga Idea rana 1 
of P ram dm sa mgr ah a which has been taken as mangala Iloka in a number of 
inscriptions 2 . Some of the following inscriptions will help us to know 
something about Akalanka’s life. 

1. The Kannada inscription of Melukada Vanti at Kadavanni 
refers to Mahideva Bhattara as the disciple of Akalanka 
Bhatta of Dcvagana. The inscription is of about 0.060 A.C 3 . 

2. In a stone inscription dated £aka 996 (1074.AJD.) of Bandali 
there is reference to Akalanka as a guru*. 

3. The stone inscription of 1077 A.C found near Balagambe 
Vadagiyarahonda refers to *tarkaldstradaviveka dolintakalanka - 
devarembudu / while praising Ramasena 5 , 

4. An inscription in Kannada-cum 6 -Sanskrit language found 
in the quadrangle of Pancabasti at Hu mac h refers to Akal¬ 
anka as 6 Vadisimha Syddvddamoghajihvd 1 \ flourishing after 
Sumatideva. The said inscription is dated Saka 999 (1077 
A.C), 

5. The Hutnach inscription dated 1077 A.C. refers to Akalanka- 
deva after Simhanandi 8 . 

6. One more inscription from Humach refers Soda siyadakalankah 
while praising Vadiraja. It is dated 1077 A.C 8 . 

7. The pillar inscription of Kattile Basti refers to Jinacandra 
muni as "Sakalasamayatarke ca Bhattakalankah*; it belongs 
to c. 1100 A.C 10 , 

1 Srimat parama-gambhltasyadvadamoghalanchhanam, 

Jiyat trailokyanathasya iasanatii JinaSasanam.—PMS, p. i. 

* Vide Hindi Intro, p. 7 Note 2. 

8 EC. vol. VI, No. 75. 

* EC. vol. VII, Sikarpuc, No. 221. 

* EC. vol. VII, Sikarpur No. 124; see also JSLS. vol. II, No. 217, p. 311. 

* ibid. vol. VIII, Nagar No. 35. 

? Vide Hindi Intro, p. 8, No. 2. 

* EC. vol. VUI, Nagar No. 36; JSLS. vol. II, 214. 

» EC. vol. VIII, Nagar No. 39. 

« JSLS. vol. I, p. 115, No. 55 (69). 
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8. An inscription of Eradukattc Basti, Meghacandra muni 
is spoken of as vibudha as Akalafika in Sattatka 1 . It bears 
the date Saka 1037 (1115 A,C). 

9* Similar expression is found in a pillar inscription of Gandha- 
varana basti ; its date being Saka 1068 (1146 A.C.) 3 . 

10. The Kalturagudda inscription refers to Akalanka after 
Gunanandideva. It bears the date Saka 1043 (1121 A.C,) S . 

11. Challagrama inscription refers to Akalanka as V&dibfmsimha 
after ekasandhi Sumati Bhattiiraka. It belongs to Saka 1047 
(1125 A.C) 4 . 

12. In Malliscna Pralasti inscribed on a pillar of ParSvanatha 
Basti, there is detailed description of a debate of Akalanka 
Acarya. It bears the date Saka 1050 (1128 A.C.) 5 . 

13. In the inscription of Saumyanayaka temple at Bcllur, a very 
brilliant tribute is paid to Akalanka in these words : samaya - 

dtpakti unmllitado sa . mjanlca raba la . udbodhitablmvyaka - 

mala , etc., after Sumati Bhattaraka ; it bears the date Saka 
1059 (1137 A.C) 6 . 

14. In an inscription of Banasankari at Budri Akalanka is men¬ 
tioned as gum; it beolngs to c. 1139 A,G 7 ; 

15. Akalanka is referred to as tdrdvijetd®\ further there are verses 
containing the references as *sadasiyadakalankalf and 4 ndban - 
kdravaslkrtefia 7 in the inscription, written in Kannada-cum- 
Sanskrit, of BogadL The date is missing; probably it 
belongs to 1145 A.C 9 . 

16. After Simhanandi, Akalanka is spoken as Jinamatahwalaya- 
lasdnka in an inscription of Humach of Saka 1069(1147 A.C.) 10 

17-18, A stone inscription (about 1130 A.C.) of Kakkamma temple 11 
at Sukadare and one more (1154A.C.) at Yalladahalli refer to 
Akalanka after Samantabhadra, 

I ibid, p . 58, No. 47 (127), see also Hindi Intro, p. 8, Note 7. 

* ibid, vol, I, p. 71, No. 50 (140) 

a EC vol. VII. Simmogga, No. 4 ; JSLS, vol. II, No, 277, p. 408. 

4 JSLS, vol. I, No. 493, p. 395. 

* JSLS. vol, I, No. 54 (67), p. 101. 

a EC vol. V, Badur, No. 17, JSLS. vol. III, No. 305, p I. 

7 EC vol. VIII, Sorab No. 233; JSLS. vol. III, No. 313, p, 3L 

* Vide Hindi Intro, p, 9, Note, 3. 

e EC vol, IV, Nagamangala, No. 100 ; JSLS. vol. III, No. 319. 

10 EC vol. VIII, Nagar No. 37; JSLS, voj. Ill, p. 66. 

II EC. vol. IV, Nagamangala, No. 76; JSLS. vol. HI, p, 60. 
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19. The pillar inscription of Mahanavami mandapa at Chandragiri 
refers to Akalanka as makamati etc., it is dated Saka 1085 
(1163A.C) 1 * 

20. Akalanka’s victory over Buddhists is referred to in a stone 3 * 
inscription of Basavanapur ; it belongs to Saka 1105 (1183A.C.) 
Further it refers to his colleague Puspasena muni and after 
him Vimalacandra, Indranandi and Paravadimalla 3 arc also 
referred to. 

21. Akalanka is referred to as Samantddakaianka^ In a plillar ins¬ 
cription of Siddhara Basti ; it belongs to Saka 1320 (1398A.C), 

22. He is also referred to as Sdstravidagresara and miihydndha - 
kdrabbedaka 5 * ; further, it relates the fact that after Akalanka, 
the Samgha was divided into four branches, viz., Deva ; Nandi, 
Sim ha and Sena ; it is dated Saka 1355 (1433A.C). 

It seems from this inscription that Devasamgha came 
into being with Akalanka Deva; naturally he must have 
been the first Acarya. 

23. The Humach inscription of about 1530A.C, refers to Aka¬ 
lanka as Mahardhika and Devlgamabhdfyakdra *. 

(b) Citations in various works : 

Akalanka, the versatile writer, the graceful debator and an epoch- 
making figure, is eulogised not only in the epigraphs but in various works 
as well. Some of the citations are : Tarkhhuvallabha y Ahalankadhi ; Bauddha- 
buddhivaidbaxyadiksdguru, Mahardhika , Samastavddikarmdradarponmulaka y Syddv- 
ddakesara sataiaiatlpramurtipancdnana^ A h$akMiarkavibhramaiamoni rmulonmulaha y 
Akalankabhdnu , Acintyamahimd Sdstd , bhuyobhedanayavagahagakandvangmaya , 
Sakalatdrkikacakracudarnanimarieimecakxtamkhakiram, Samantadakalahka , pra- 
katUattrthdntanyakalanka , etc. Puspadanta in his Mahdpurdm and Asaga in 
his A iunismratakdvya have gratefully referred to Akalanka. Subhachandra 
is also full of reverence for Akalanka 7 . 


1 ibid. No. 103 ; JSLS. vol. II, No. 274. 

1 JSLS. vol. I, No. 40(64), p, 25 ; sec also Hindi Intro, p. 9. 

3 EC. vol. ITT, Tirumakudlu, No. 105 JSLS. vol. III, No. 410, p. 205-6, 

* JSLS. vol. I, No. 105(254), p, 195. 

6 ibid. No. 108 (258), p, 211. 

a EC vol. VIII, Nagar No. 46; JSLS. vol III, No. 667, p. 54L 

7 Vide Hindi Introduction p. 10, 
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(f) The Life-story of Akalanka : 

It is a matter of regret that we do not possess authoritative biography 
by his immediate successors ; nor did he ever write anything about himself. 
It is a very characteristic feature of Indian authors that they seldom write 
anything about themselves. At the top of this, the successors too, at times, 
are silent about them. It is interesting to find that Harisena’s Kathdkofa 1 
is silent about Samantabhadra and Akalanka, even though both of them 
were, no doubt, epoch-makers, Ha risen a gives the date of the completion 
of his work as—Saka 853 (931 A.C.), The first reference to Akalanka 
occurs in the Kathdkosa, in prose, of Prabhacandra. The Prasasti of 
the said text suggests that this work is written by Prabhacandra, the well- 
known author of Nyayakumndacandra and Prameyakamalamartanda . It has 
been proved that the date of Prabhacandra is 980-1065 A,C 2 . The Kathd- 
ko$a was composed during the regime of Jayasimhadeva (1055 A,C.) 3 , 
This is the only reliable'text, providing substantial evidence, to know some¬ 
thing about the life of Akalanka, This very text was recomposed in poetic 
form, with some alterations here and there, by Brahma-Nemidatta; this 
fact is clearly mentioned by the author himself 4 . We have one more text, 
viz,, Rajdvalikathe> which refers to Akalanka ; but it is not of much help 
as it belongs to a very late period, i,e., sixteenth century. 

The Kathdkosa (KK) of Prabhacandra and Nemidatta refer to the 
life-story of Akalanka as follows : The King Subhatunga of Manyakheta 
had a minister named Purusottama , He had two sons : Akalanka and 
Nikalanka. Once, both the brothers accompanied their parents on their 
way to the temple on the occasion of Astahnika festival. On this auspicious 
day the parents took the vow of celibacy and initiated the boys also to the 
same. At the prime of their youth, they did not marry in conformity to 
the vow taken. The father persuaded the sons that vow was meant only 
for eight days ; but the sons, persistent in their determination, made it a 
life-long vow. So they utilised their time in studying the scriptures. They 
joined the Buddha-math in disguise in order to study. The teacher, while 
teaching the Dignagas attack on Amkdnta , could not make out the text 
due to some mistake and he suspended the class that day. The very next 
day he found the text corrected ; this led him to suspect that a Jaina student 
must be in their midst in disguise. In order to spot out such a student 
a Sec Hindi Intro. p. 11, 

a Najayafatmudacandra (NKC), vol. II, pp, 50-58. 

a Dr. A. N Upadhyc holds the same view. Sec his Intro, to TSrhatkathdkofa, pp, 

60-62; sec also Hindi Intro, p, 11 Note 3, 

4 vide Hindi Intro, p. 11, Note 6 ; see also NKC II, p, 26, 
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he ordered his disciples to cross over the idol of Jina, Akalanka saved 
himself from this critical test by putting on a thread over the idol. 

One night the teacher threw a bag of bronz vessels over the top floor 
where the students were sleeping, with the result that all of them woke 
up uttering the respective names of their deities. At this very time Aka- 
lanka uttered c nam arahantmam* etc. * this was enough to single out the 
'culprit'. Both the brothers were arrested and captivated in the top floor 
of the math. But they jumped down with the help of an umbrella and 
escaped. 

On the way Nikalanka requested, nay, implored his brother to escape 
by hiding himself in the tank nearby so that he may not be caught by the 
pursuing armed guards. Nikalanka thought that his brother, an intellectual 
prodigy, could well serve the cause of Jama literature. Akalanka, with 
inexpressible sorrow, submitted to the suggestion of Nikalanka. Nika¬ 
lanka was running away but just then he was seen by a washerman. He 
too started running with Nikalanka, pursued by armed guards. At last 
both were slain by the horse-men, 

Akalanka, after the completion of his studies, took to renunciation; 
he was a forceful debater; he impressed the royal courts by his orations 
at several places and thus influenced the public with the teachings of the 
Jinas, Once he went to the Ramasancayapura in Kalinga de£a. There, 
the queen Madanasundari, the wife of King Htma^tala, thought of the Jaina 
procession of chariots on the occasion of Astahnika. But this was not 
to be ; for a Buddhist teacher, SanghaSri came forward and interrupted 
by challenging any Jaina teacher to come forward and defeat him then 
alone the procession could proceed. The King accepted the proposal, 
and the Queen became very anxious. At last Akalanka accepted the 
challenge and defeated the Buddhist teacher. The success of Akalanka 
naturally led to the spread of Jainism 1 . 

In addition to this we have the episode of Akalanka given by Rice 
based on R ajdmlikathe and some other stories 2 ; At the time of Buddhist 
suppression of Jainism at Kanchi the jaina Brahmin Jinadasa and his wife 
Jinamati had two sons, viz.* Akalanka and Nikalanka. They sent both 
their sons, in disguise, to a Buddhaguru Bhagavaddisa, since there was 
no Jaina teacher. The brothers progressed in their studies by leaps and 
bounds. Their progress led to the suspicion in the mind of the teacher, 

i vide NKC, vol. I, Intro, p. 28. 

s Jaina Hitaisi, vol- XL Nos. 7-8. Art: Bhatta Akalarikadcva; See also NKC, vol 

I. Intro, p. 28, 
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He tried to find out the true history of these brothers. In his examination 
with ail types of devices* at last they were found to be Jainas, 

The Tradition of Similar Legends : 

(1) The Press copy prepared by Muni Punyavijayaji, of P rdkrla 
Kathdvali of BhadreSvarasuri (12th C A.D. 1 ) has a legend about Haribhadra 
as follows—Haribhadra took to renunciation at the instance of Jinadatta- 
carya ; he had two disciples, namely, Jinabhadra and Virabhadra. Bud¬ 
dhism was at the height of its glory in Chit tor at that time ; naturally Bud* 
dhists were the rivals of Haribhadra, The climax of this communal 
jealousy resulted in the murder of both the disciples of Haribhadra, Hari¬ 
bhadra took it seriously and decided to observe fast unto death ; but it was 
averted due to the intervention of influential personalities. Philosopher 
as he was, he devoted his life in writing down works on jaina philosophy. 
Haribhadra was known also by his nick-name Bhavaviraha suri since he 
used to bless his devotees with Bhavaviraha ♦ 

(2) The Prabhdvakacarita (1277.A.D.) of Candraprabha Suri gives 
the account of two disciples of Haribhadra : Hathsa and Paramahamsa ; 
both the brothers joined a Buddha math at Sugatapura for their education. 
They wrote down the counter attack on Buddhist criticism of Jaina philo¬ 
sophy pointing out the inconsistencies in Buddhism. The teacher chanced 
to look into them ; naturally he became suspicious of the presence of non- 
Buddhist disciples at his math. In order to find-out he ordered his students 
to cross the painting of Jinadeva ; both the brothers passed over the painting 
after drawing a line with the chalk representing the sacred thread on the 
chest of the Jina; similar experiments—e.g, throwing the bronz vessels 
were undertaken to find out the non-Buddhist students ; finally, they were 
arrested when It was clearly revealed that they were Jainas. They tried to 
escape but were followed by the guards ; Harhsa asked his younger brother 
to run away and to surrender to the king named Surapala and died himself 
in fighting with the guards. The king Surapala refused to give Parama¬ 
hamsa to the guards ; on the other hand he summoned the Buddhist scholars 
for a debate in which Paramahamsa secured a grand victory over his oppon¬ 
ents, Then he broke the pot in which the Goddess Tara was installed to 
help the Buddhists. Even then he was not free from danger ; he ran away ; 
he approached a washer-man and bade him to run away as the army was 
approaching. The washer-man ran away and Paramahamsa took his place. 
When the soldiers came and asked about Paramahsmsa, he pointed at the 
direction in which the washer-man was running. Thus he saved himself 


1 Vide Hindi Intro, p. 13. f. n No. I* 
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and joined his guru. He narrated the whole tragic end of his brother and 
his pathetic story with the result that he himself died due to over grief. 
Haribhadra, the witness of the end of his disciple in revange defeated many 
Buddhist scholars in debate and wrote many works to refute Buddhism. 
At the end of every work the word viraha occurs, indicative of his sepa¬ 
ration of his disciples. 

(3) Similar story is given by Rajasekharasuri in his Caturvimsati Pra- 
bandha (1348 A.D.) with the exception that the episode of washerman 
is absent. 

(U) Analy sis of Legends i 

In brief, the facts of education of two brothers at the scat of Buddhists, 
their tussle with the scholars on Buddhism, the murder of one, and the 
debates by the other etc., are common in all legends, except the names— 
Hamsa and Paramahamsa which are not in consonance with the Jaina 
tradition. No doubt Jinabhadra and Virabhadra bear testimony of Jaina 
tradition ; one tiling is self-expressive—that such episodes are formed to 
illustrate the glory of the religious tradition implying some historical fact, 
however dim it may be. 

The episode described in Kdjdvalikathe of the sixteenth century is 
simply an eulogy of the Jaina tradition. There is very little of history 
in it. But of all these legends the one by Prabhacandra, in his Katkdkosa^ 
is the oldest and reflects some historical facts as under : 

(1) Snbhatunga was the King of Mdnyakheta : So far as the dynastic 
history of Rastrakuta kings goes, Snbhatmga was the Biruda of king Krisna 
Ik The Rastrakutas had their capital at Manyakheta; but it was re-esta- 
^ blished near about 815 A.D. by King Amoghavarsak Before Amoghavarsa, 
Govinda III got the trench and fort built for the protection from the 
Eastern Chalukyas of Vengi 3 . Even before this, a copper-plate of Devara- 
halli 4 , dated Saka, 698 (776 A.D.) refers to Manyapura, from which it is clear 
that King Sri Purusa's victorious army was, in Saka 698, at Manyapura. 

Inspite of this, the specialists on the history of Rastrakutas, like Dr. 
ALtekar. remark that there is no substantial material to prove the where¬ 
abouts of the capital of Rastrakutas before Amoghavarsa 5 . After the 
death of Dantidurga II, in the prime of his youth, Subhatimga Krsna I, was 

1 El. vol III, p. 106. 

£ ibid, vol. XII, p. 263. 

3 BPRV. vol. Ill, p. 39. 

4 EC vol, IV, Nagamangala No. 85; JSLS. vol. II, No. 121. 

* The Rastraklitas and their Times p. 44. 
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on the throne. A reward of gift 1 , made by Dantidurga, is found in Saman- 
gada, Kolhapur District, which bears the date, Saka 675 (753 A.D.). It 
speaks of his glorious valour and victory. The copper-plate referring 
to Krsnaraja has been published by the Bharata Sam^odhaka Mandala 2 , 
Its date lies, according to English calender, in September 758. Dr. Altekar 
admits the year of Coronation of Krsna I, at the age of fortyfive, as 756 
A.D 3 , 

There is reference to Manyapura before the time of Amoghavarsa ; 
on the contrary, there is nothing to prove that Manyakheta was not the 
capital before Amoghavarsa. Even conceding to the fact that Amogha¬ 
varsa made Manyakheta his capital, it can be said that Manyapura—Manya¬ 
kheta, had strong affinity with the Rastrakutas by the time of the author 
of Kathakosa and it is for this reason that Krsna, the Subhatunga, is referred 
to as the king of Manyakheta. 

(2) Purusottama, the minister of Subkatmga ; Though we do not have 
data other than K to prove that Purusottama was the minister ; even 
then, it is not impossible that Purusottama might have been a feudal king 
or a minister of Subhatunga, 

(3) Debates at the Court of Himasitala of Knlinga : Dr. Jyotiprasad 4 
has attempted in his article, c Akalanka Parampardke Maharaja Himalitald , 
to identify King Nagahusa, Mahdbhavagupta IV (619-644 A.D.) of lunar 
dynasty of Trikalinga with Himasitala. But he starts with the presuppo¬ 
sition that Samvat 700, as written in Akaiankacartta, is the same as Vikrama 
Samvat 700 ; naturally, he has sought to find out any king of V.S. 700 (643 
A.D.) ; therefore, when he found Nagahusa of the said period he identified 
him with Himasitala. 

But in the light of a correct interpretation of the said Samvat as Saka 
and other arguments shown later on, it is proved that Akalanka’s date is 
720-780 A.D. ; hence, the identification by jyotiprasad Jain is not valid 5 . 

(HI) The Problem of Nikalahka : 

According to Pt Kailaschandraji it is just impossible to hold the 
historicity of Nikalakna for obvious reasons : that Akalarika himself is 
silent about Nikalanka, who risked his own life to save his brother (Aka- 
laiika) to serve the cause of jama literature arc unthinkable facts of his 

1 IA. voL 11, p. 1U ; see also BPRV. voL III, p. 26. 

1 The Rasttakutas and their Times p. 44. 

3 ibid. 

4 Jnlnodaya, voL IT, Nos. 17-21. 

6 Vide Hindi Intro, p, 15 and section: Date of Akalatika, p. 55 
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life. Panditji’s contention is not without its own value. The Katkdko$a y 
in prose, is older than Katkdvali ; naturally, it cannot have derived such 
a story from Katkdvali. if by varatanayat /, it is understood that Akalahka 
was the eider son, then he must have a younger brother. 

The last lines of the l£t Ch. of TV are as follow: 
Jlyac-ciramtf^/rfW^brahma /^^^mnrpativaratanayah, 
a na va rat a n i k h 1 1 a v i d va j j a n anu ta v i dy a h pra£ as ta j an ahrdyah. 

This refers to Akalahka as the elder or pre-eminent son of King Laghu¬ 
havva, This verse is not found in the palm-leaf MSS, of Sravanbelgola 
and Mudabidri, but found in the Beawar and other North Indian MSS, 
The verse cannot claim to be written by Akalahka, because it is written 
at the end of the very first chapter. If it be that the verse is written by 
Akalahka himself or by any immediate contemporary, it proves one thing 
that Laghuhavva was the father of Akalahka. In the Introduction to 
my c Akalanka-Grantha-Traya\ some problems have been critically discussed ; 
and the possibility of Laghuhavva and Purusottama being identical has 
been pointed out therein. Of the Rastrakuta dynasty, Indra II and Krsna 
I were real brothers. After the death of Indra II, his son Dantidurga H 
became the ruler of the kingdom. In Kannada, the father is called 'abha 
or *appa\ It is not improbable that Dantidurga, addressed his uncle 
Krsna I as ‘abba or t avva\ 

It is almost a general rule, so to say people addressing in the same 
way as the king would address— abba or avva. Krsna I, who had Subha- 
tuhga as his birada, became the king after Dantidurga. It seems Puru¬ 
sottama might have been a junior-colleague of Krsna I; it is for this reason, 
Dantidurga himself and consequently the subjects would be addressing 
Purusottama as ^l^aghuhabba\ He might have become minister during 
the regime of Krsna I; and Krsna was on the throne at his old age 1 ; hence, 
it may not be inappropriate to suppose that Purusottama was almost of 
the same age of Krsna \ and so, on this supposition, we can explain the 
narration of his debate by Akalahka in the court of Dantidurga alias Sahasa- 
tunga 2 . 

The nickname—Laghuh abb a of Purusottama might have been so 
common that he was addressed by this popular name instead of his original 
name. If it be conceded that the verse of Tattvdrthavdrtika was written 
by some body other than Akalahka, it is not unnatural that this unknown 
author could prefer popular name—Laghuhabba instead of Purusottama ; 

1 A, S, Altckar: The Rastrakutas and their Times, p, 44, 

2 OC voL 11, G7, Malli$ena Praiasti. 
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though he might not be a king, it is just possible he was called a King- 
Nrpati, due to his royal relation. If the inference to identify Purusottama 
and Laghuhabba were true, it can be said, further, that Akalanka might 
have born in or in the suburbs of Manyakheta, 

It can be said that his father was Purusottama, his popular name 
being Laghuhavva. The change from Laghuabba to Laghuhavva is 
phonetically possible. 

One more observation may also be added here, that the aforesaid 
verse is not at all written by Akalanka ; and it is inserted in some MSS. 
of TV copied only after Prabhacandra (9804065 A.D.), the author 
of K ; because, though Prabhacandra has referred to Akalanka’s TV in 
his NKC (p, 646), he has not given, in his KK, the name of Laghuhabba 
nrpatl as the father of Akalanka. 

Further, it is not inconsistent that Akalanka was the son of a minister 
of Subhatunga (756-772 A.D.) if Akalanka* s date is fixed as 720-780 A 

[d) Akalanka and Other Ac dry as ; 

In this section an attempt is made to discuss some of the authors 
who influenced Akalanka and also those whom he criticised. 

b Pufpadanfa and Bhutabali \ 

Puspadanta is the author of Satprarupand of the Satkhanddgama and 
Bhutabali of the rest 1 of it. It is maintained that the said work was com¬ 
posed in the beginning of Christian era. 2 Akalanka in his earlier writings 
appears before us as a philosopher concerned with the exposition of the 
traditional lore ; but in due course he assumes the role of a first rate logician 
and produced works on Pure Logic and Philosophy. In his Tattvdrtha- 
pdrtika (TV) he has quoted Jwa$thana\ as a scriptural evidence. This is 
clear in his exposition of Manahparydya Jndna by such references— manasd 
manah pancchidya , etc. quoted from Mahdbandha (p. 24). 

2. Kundakunda : 

Kundakunda is one of the exponents of Digambara Canonical works. 
After Bhutabali and Puspadanta, Kundakunda features as an authority 
on Agamic Lore for Akalanka. It is maintained that Kundakunda flourished 
in the beginning of Christian era, 4 His works are imbued with philosophical 
ideas, which fact is eloquently attested by his ' works : Samayaprdbhrta , 

x $atkh&ndagama vg], I, Intro, p. 20. 

* ibid, p, 85, 

4 TV, pp, 79, 135, 154. 

* A, N. U pad bye : Pravatana stir a , Intro, 



32 


INTRODUCTION 


Pancdstikdya , Pratmeanasdra and Niyamasdra, There is hardly any doubt 
that Akalahka has drawn inspiration from the above-noted works in his 
discussion of utpdda t vyaya and dhrauvya * 


3* Vmdsvdii : 


It is beyond any doubt that Tativdrtkasutra (TSu) of Umasvami or 
Umasvati alias Grddhapiccha y is in the form of Sutras in Sanskrit containing, 
for the first time, the teachings of the Agamas. There are two earliest 
commentaries on TSu* It has undergone two recensions ; one as accepted 
in the Bhdsya (TSB) and the other accepted in the Sawdriha Siddhi (SS). 
Akalatika accepted the tatter recension and has criticised, at certain places, 
some Sutras of the Bhdsya recension and the bhdtya itself. It is also found 
that he has composed Vartikd out of the sentences from the BhdsyaS The 
last portion of the tenth chapter, of Bhdsya . both in prose and verse, is 
taken verbatim in TV. 

Further, a chapter— Pramdnamya-Pravesa of Laghlyastraya is the out- 

I come in toto of “ Pramdnanayairadkigamatf 2 of TSu* He quotes extensively 
Sarvdrtha Siddhi recension of TSu in his SV. 




4* Samantabhadra : 

With regard to the exact date of Samantabhadra, the champion of 
Syadvdda y there is much controversy* Inspite of the reference to, “Cat us- 
tayam Samantabhadrasya™ in Jainedra Vydkarana y Ft. Sukhalaiji and Ft. 
Premi, maintain that Samantabhadra was the elder contemporary of Pujya- 
pada, 3 The argument advanced in this behalf is that according to Vldya- 
nanda, the AptamJmdmsd of Samantabhadra is composed as a commentary on 
4 Mokpmdtgasya net dr am which is the mangaldcarana of Sa rvartha siddhi of 
Pujyapada* But it is curious to find that Vidyananda has not written com¬ 
mentary on this mangaldcarana in TSLV, according to him the said verse 
is composed by Sutrakara. 4 Under such conditions, the reference of Vidya- 
nanda disarms one in respect of historical background and his state¬ 
ment —■ svdmimtmdmsitam* loses the significance of historicity* On the 
other hand, Ft. Jugal Kishorji maintains that he flourished during the 2nd 
c. of Vikram Era, 5 In fact, we do not have any substantial internal evidences 
relating to his time* The whole framework of Amkinta and Saptabhahgi 
in Akalanka’s works can be safely attributed to the genius of Samanta¬ 
bhadra. * 

_r TV. p. 17. ' 

2 Tsu. L6. 

* JSL pp* 45-46. 

* Aptaparik^i Kartka 3, 

B J5IV* p. 697* 
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Akalahka’s Aftaiatl is the finest specimen of scintillating intellect 
and incisive insight, being the commentary on Aptamlmdmsd of Samanta- 
bhadra. No doubt, the author expresses his gratefulness in an indigenous 
manner* His Jaina Logic and Epistemology are grounded in the aphoristic 
statements of Samantabhadra. Akalahka uses such phrases as are expressive 
of the greatness of Samantabhadra,— Syddvddapunyodadhtprabhdvaka^ Bhavyaika - 
kkanayana and Syddpadavartmaparipdlakxi ; etc* 

5, Siddhasena: 

Sanmatisutra (SSu} is a renowned work of Siddhasena ; it is maintained 
that Dvdtrimsat dvdtrimsatikd (DDT) and Nydydvatdra are also the works 
of Siddhasena ; who probably flourished during the 5th century of Vikrama 
era 1 . Pujyapada belongs to the last quarter of this period, since the latter 
quotes viyojayail cdsubhih —DDT in his SS (vii. 13} ; further, the Laghiyas- 
tray a (v. 67) contains the Sanskrit version of the gdtha —7/7 /hayaravaymd from 
SSu 1. 3. In addition, he quotes ' pannapanijjd' etc. (SSu* II. 16) and 
c viyojayati (DDT* HI* 16) in his TV p. 87 and p. 540 respectively. 
It is clear that Sanmatitarka was the valid text for Akalahka, which he quotes 
at several places in his TV 2 . Besides, he refers to Siddhasena by name— 
*Asiddhah Siddhasena $ya' (SV VI. 21) before Dcvanandi and Samanta¬ 
bhadra. 

6. Yaiivr$abha : 

The author of kasdya Pd/iuda eurni is a great canonical scholar to whom 
is attributed Tiloyapannatti also. Critics are not unanimous regarding the 
genuineness of Tiloyapannatti in its present form 3 . As regards his time, 
it is proved to lie between 473 A.D. and 609 A.D 4 . Akalahka writes the 
following verse in the opening section of his earlier work ’—Taghlya stray a 5 — 
“Pranipatya Mahdviram syddvadek sanasaptabim , 

P ramdnanayanik fepdnabhidhdsye yathdgamam ” . 

After this, he explains Pramdna , naya and nikfepa, according to Agamas . 
It Is as follows ; 

“jndnam pramdnamdtmdderupdyo nydsa isyate . 

Nayo jndturabhip rdyo yuktito 7 rthapa rig rahah * * 

1 Sanmati Prakarana, Intro, p. 41 ; NVW. Intro, p. 141. 

z NKC. Intro, p. 72* 

a TP. voL II, Intro, p. 15; JSIV, p. 586. 

4 Jayadhavala voL I 4 Intro, p. 57 and TP. vot II, Intro, p. 15. 

* LT f p . 18. 
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Tiloyapannatti has the following two gathas in the first chapter— 

jo na pamdnanayekim nlkkhevemm nikkhide attham y 
tassdjuttam juttam jattamajuttam ca padihadi \\S2\\ 
ndnam hodi parndmm mo pi nddussa kidayabhavattho , 
nikkhevo pi uodo jutth atthapadigakanam 

It is dear that the second Kdrikd of LT is just the Sanskrit form of 
the second Gdtkd of TP, It will be seen in the following pages that Aka¬ 
lanka wrote first the Pramdnamyapravesa of LT and then Prapacampraveia 
(PP) separately ; such separate MSS, of PP are also found 1 . It seems cither 
Akalanka or Anantavlrya named the compendia of both these works as 
Laghlyastraya taking into consideration all the pravefas , This Karika is 
given just after the proposition to write a treatise according to the Agamas — 
yathdgamam y clearly indicative of its dependence on TP, The Sanskrit form 
of a Gdthd of Sanmati Sutra (L 3) is found in this very text PP (p, 23), 
f * tit thuya mvayamsamgahavi se sapatthdramulavagarani y 
davvaUhio ya pajjavanao ya sesa piyappa si/d 2 1 

The Sk, version is: “taiah tlrthakara-vacanasahgrahavisesapTaStdramfda- 
vydkdrinau drapyaparydyarthikau niketapyatP —LT, v, 67, 

On the basis of this, we can definitely say, that in his earlier stages 
Akalanka preferred to follow his predecessors and sanskritised some gdthds 
of praktit scriptural texts. The aphoristic statement “Jndnam Pramdnam ” 
does not reflect originality of Akalanka, 

7* SrJdatta : 

Srldatta is referred to in jaimndra-vydkarana (I. 4, 34) of Acarya 
Devanandi; even Akalanka refers to him as **iti Sridatiam" in his Tattvdrtha - 
vdrtika (p. 57) ; it seems he must have been a philologist of eminence. He 
flourished prior to Pujyapada, Acarya Vidyananda too accredits him 
for his triumphant victory over sixtythree debaters ; not only this, he refers 
to his cC Jalpanirnaya r * 2 . also Further, Acarya Jinascna respectfully refers 
to him as “Pravdddbhaprabitzdin ”*♦ Above all the vivid influence of this 
Acarya can be traced on Akalanka in his SiidhmnHcaya , especially in the 
chapter —Jalpasiddhi^ and also in Jayapardjaya-pyapasthd in the same way 
as is the influence of Patrakesari on him. 


1 See ICPTS. 

2 TSLV, p, 280, 
J ADP, p- I, 45. 
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8. Pujyapada: 

Pujyapada is the author of Jainedmvyd&irana and Sarvarthasiddhi ; 
his date has been fixed as the 5th century A.D, 1 It is a well-known fact 
tliat Akalanka gave the form of Vdrtika to several sentences of Sarvdrtha- 
siddhi and explained them in detail in his TV, TV quotes Jainendra - 
vydkarana also ; besides this, Pujyapada is referred to as Sabdinufasanadaksa 
in SVV (p. 653) ; further Pujyapada is referred by name in the verse of 
SV (VI. 21) as c Viruddho Dtvanandinah \ Obviously Pujyapada’s works 
form the very basis of those of Akalanka, who has frankly expressed his 
indebtedness to Pujyapada, 

9. Mallavadi : 

Muni Jambuvijayaji has reconstructed the Nayacakra of Mallavadi 
from the Vrtti of Simhasflrigani, The Nayacakra refers to Bhatrhari and 
Dignaga ; hence Mallavadi cannot be taken to have existed before the 
5th c, A.D. He has also referred to Siddhasena ; this fact also supports 
the limit of his age. The discussion of mya by Akalanka in his Nydya- 
vinxkayd 2 and Pramdnasamgraha 3 bears eloquent testimony to the influence 
of Nayacakra which is no other text than one of Mallavadi himself. The 
work Nayacakra that is referred to by Akalanka and Vidyananda Is not the 
nayacakra of Devasena (933 A.D.). Though the Nayacakra refers to Dig¬ 
naga in connection with his doctrine of apoha he is said to be the contem¬ 
porary of Dignaga 4 . The age of Mallavadi has not been finally decided. 
The fact that the Nayacakra refers to Dignaga and is totally silent about 
Dharmakirti and his disciples, leads us to the irresistible conclusion that 
Mallavadi flourished after Dignaga (5th c. A.D,) and before 7th c, A.D. 
Akalaaka’s reference to " Sutrapdtavad rjusutrah” in TV (1. 33) is taken 
from Nayacakra 6 itself. 

10. Jinabhadragani : 

Jinabhadragani Ksmasramana, the author of Vifesdvafyaka bhd^ya 
belongs to the last quarter of the 6th and first quarter of the seventh century 
A.D. Mum Jinavijayaji fixes the date of Jinabhadra’s VBH, at 609 A.D. 
from the Prafasti of Viksdvaiyahabhdsya Pt. MaLvania regards this as 

r jsi p, 41. 

8 Nynymmkay ^ iii, 477. 

a Prarnma mgr aha , p, 125, 

1 Da I as uk ha Malvania: Acarya Mallavaclika Nayacakra, Rajcndrasuri Smdraka 
Grant ha. 

& Nayacakra Vrtti Ms. p. 345B. 

1 Vide Hind* Intro, p. 20. 
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the date of the copy of the MSS. of VBH, So the upper limit of the date 
of Jinabhadra is 593 A.D. At any rate one tiling is dear that Jinabhadra 
belongs to the last quarter of the 6th century A.D., which can be pushed 
further upto 609 A.D, Jinabhadra divides pratyakfa into mukhya and 
samvymwhdnka; the latter being the out-come of the joint operation of 
senses and mind 1 . Akalahka also adopts the same method of division of 
pramdna 2 . Thus Akalahka follows Jinabhadra who himself was an exponent 
of the Agamic conception of Pramdna. The concept of samvyaharika pra- 
mdna f though the word is coined by Buddhist philosophers 3 , is adopted 
by the Jaina logicians also ; Jinabhadra is first to absorb this in Jaina logic, 

11. Pat raks sari ; 

According to Anantavirya there was a work of Partakes a ri* viz. s 
Trilakfanakadarthana 4 . TaUmsamgraha 5 quotes PatrawsamPs * anyathdnupa- 
pamaivarh* etc. The inscriptions 6 refer to Patraswami after Sumati, 
The three forms of httu (reason) are propounded by Dignaga and daborated 
by Dharmaklrti. The oldest reference to Patraswami is made by Santa- 
raksita (705-762 A.D.) and Karnakagomi (between the last quarter of 7th 
and 8th century A.D.). Hence Patraswami must have lived after Dignaga 
(425 A.D.) and before Santaraksita. It seems, therefore* that he belongs 
to the last part of the 6th century A.D. and earlier part of the 7th century 
A.D.; his famous verse *anyathdnupamiatvd is incorporated by Akalahka 
in his Nyayaviniscaya 7 . 

12. Bhartrhari : 

It Is generally accepted on the strength of I-Tsing J s record of his 
travels that Bhartrhari lived in 650 A.D, ; for he refers to Bhartrhari’s death 
just before forty years from the time of his records (691 A.D.). But recent 
researches have thrown much light and suggest a drift from the accepted 
date. Muni Jambuvijayaji in his article on “Jaindcdtya Matlavadi am 
Bhartrhari no Samayd y% has put forth some arguments to reject the said date. 
According to him : 

1 P7 It$avatyakabhd v, 95. 

1 Laghijastraja, v. 3. 

s Pramdnavfirtikaj 1. 7. 

4 See Sec. : Anamavkya as Logician, Hindi Intro, p. 67. 

6 Tattvasangraka p, 405, 

4 EC voL VTII, Nagar No. 39 sec Hindi Intro, p. 8. 

7 Nydyavini fcaj?a t ii. 323. 

a Ruddhiprakaisi, vo!. 98 Part IE, November 195L 
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(1) Bhartrhari was the disciple of Vasurata, which fact is stated 
by Punyaraja in his commentary on Vdkyapadiya and Mallavadi In his 
is Jayacakra * 1 Paramartha Pandita wrote the biography of Vasubandhu 
in Chinese probably In 560 A.D., wherein it is stated that Vasurata pointed 
out the grammatical errors in Abhidharmakosa of Vasubandhu, who, with 
a view to reply this grammarian, wrote a book, a fact which is generally 
accepted by scholars. The age of Vasubandhu is supposed to be 280-360 
A.D. 2 , hence it can be surmised that Bhartrhari, the disciple of Vasurata 
who was the contemporary of Vasubandhu, might have flourished during 
the early part of the 5th c. A.D. 

(2) Dignaga, the disciple of Vasubandhu, quotes from Bhartrhari’s 
Vdkyapadiya (II, 156-7} two Katikas in the last portion of 5th ch. on Apoha 
in Pramanasamuccaya . They are : 

Sam sthdnava rndvayavairviiistc yah prayujyate, 
labdo na tasyavayave p ravriti rupalabhyate, 
samkJydp mmdnasamsthdnani rapek sah p ravartate , 
bindau ca samuddy e ca vdcakah salilddisu . 

This Is attested by jinendrabuddhPs commentary on PS, viz,, Visdldmala - 
rntUlka where he writes in this context-— f Yathdha Bhartrhari //. It is clear 
from this that Bhartrhari was the contemporary of Dignaga ; similarly, 
the teachers of both these scholars must have been contemporaries. We 
know the time of Dignaga (c. 425 A.C). In his Nayacakra, Mallavadi 
quotes views and also 3 Katikas of Vasurata and Bhartrhari 3 . Bhartrihari, 
therefore, must have lived during the last quarter of the 4th century A.D. 
Scholars are indeed, indebted to Jambuvijayaji for throwing new light 
on this problem. Of course, before this attempt. Prof. Bruno and Kunhan 
Raja have proved the date of Bhartrhari as c. 450 A. DA In the light of 
these evidences, it can be remarked that Bhartrhari about whom KTsing 
refers In his Records 5 was certainly a Buddhist scholar, which is 
sufficiently self-evident in the words of I-Tsing who refers to him as the 
author of a commentary on Mahdbhdpya of about twenty-five thousand 

verses.he had intensive faith in triratna ....he was meditating on 

Siinya .he became an ascetic in order to acquire Saddharma and in this 

way he changed his mode of life seven times. Therefore, that Bhartrhari, 
the ascetic by way of life and Sunyavadi by faith, is totally different from 

1 JS tajaeakfUi p. 371 A, 379 B. 

% Frauwelnerc : On the Date of Vasubandhu. 

3 Nayatakra, p. 147, 242. 

4 MSLT. Intto. p. 17; see also K$lratararigiui, Intro. 

6 Vide Hindi Intro, p. 22, f. no. 3, 4 and 5. 
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his namesake, the author of Vdkyapadtya \ the latter has denounced the use 
of Apabhrarhsa words In Vdkyapadtya and he established the existence of 
nitya-iabda-h rahma , 

It seems that confusion has been made in regard to Bhartrhari, the 
author of Vdkyapadtya identifying him with his namesake, the Buddhist 
about whose death I-Tsing refers. Besides Kumarila quotes and explains 
some verses from Vdkyapadtya (II, 81). It is repeated twice in his 
slokamrtika (p. 251-3), Kumarila subjects to criticism the lines, ( tattvdva - 

bodhah . (vdkyapadtya 1. 7) in Tantravdriika (p« 209-10). The ten types 

of sentences expounded by Vdkyapadtya (II. 1-2) are criticised in MSLV 
by Kumarila, Kumarila subjects Bhartrhari’s doctrine of sphota to 
searching criticism, 

Dharmakirti does not spare Bhartrhari. The former refutes the 
sphota theory in his PV (LIT 257) and PVV. 1 

Akalahka refers to Bhartrhari's Vdkyapadtya (I, 79): Undriyasyam 
samskdrah labdasyobhayasya vd\ and criticises in his TV (p, 486) the con¬ 
tention of this Kartkd ; further he quotes a line from a Kdrika— u sdsire 
prakriydhhedairavidyampavarnyate' , from Vdkyapadtya (IL 235) in his TV. 
(p. 57), 

13. Kumarila: 

It is regarded that Kumarila, the outstanding exponent of MImamsa, 
flourished during the seventh century A.D, He, as referred to above, quotes 
Bhatrhari. We have discussed the date of Bhartrhari lying in between 4th 
and 5th centuries A.D. It was believed by K. B. Pathak that Kumarila 
refers to Dharmakirti and criticises him. In support of this contention 
Pathak refers to the commentaries of Parthasarathi Mi&ra and Sucarita 
Miira. Pathak refers to some verses® of Kumarila as quoting the views 
of Dharmakirti. 

But the careful reading of the verses will reveal the truth that the 
said verses form the purvapaksa of Buddhists. Though the commentators 
quote DharmaklrtPs ‘ avibhdgdpV ( PV. II, 354). etc,, still it can be said, 
there is much difference in verbal expression. The views criticised by 
Kumarila were held by Vasubandhu and Dignaga etc. 

On the other hand, it will be evident from the following discussions, 
that Dharmakirti himself criticises Kumarila, who inflicted a severe attack 
on the conception of Dharmajfta in these words : 

1 See Hindi Intro, p. 23. 

1 MSLV. Sunyavada 15-17; Hindi Intro, p, 23. 
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“ Dha rmajftatvemijedhasin kevald iropayujyatt , 
sarva many advijman stu purusah ken a vary ate 1 ” 

The Buddhist reply is given by Dharmakirti in his PV (I. 31'35)* 

The definition of perception by Kumarila in MSLV (p. 168) is as 
follows : 

**asfi hi-dlocandjndnam prat ham nirvikalpakam , 
bdiamukddmjndna sadrsam luddhava siujand 1 * 

Dharmakirti criticises in PV (II. 141) the views expressed in the above 
Kdrikd, thus : 

“ Kecidindriyajatpaderbaladhlvadkalpandm . 

dkuTbdldh ....*.” 

Similarly several such views held by Kumarila are severely criticised 
by Dharmakirti 2 * 

Aka lank a is the ablest critic of Kumarila* The latter has written 
in MSLV {p. 85): 

* c pratayaksddyavisamvadipremeyaivadi yasya tu y 
sadbhdvavdram iaktam ko nu tarn kalpayisyaltt\ 
while criticising the theory of omniscience* 

Akalanka retorts Kumarila in almost identical language: 

“tadevam prameyatvasaitvddlr-yatra hztulak$anam pusndti 
tarn katham cetanah praiiseddkumarhati samiayitum vd” 

{Altaian and Astasahasrt, p* 58.) 

Santarak$ita has elaborately discussed the following verse taking 
it to be of Kumarila in his Tattvasamgraka— 

“dalahastdntaram vyomm yo ndmotpiuiya gacchati 
na yojanasatam ganium iaktedbhydsa iatair ap'd 5 , 

Akalanka reduces the idea in SV VIII* 12., in this way : 

<e daiahastdntaram vyomm mtpiaveran bhavddridh , 
yojandndm sahasram kinnotplavet pakslrdditA. 

Similarly, there are a large number 3 of quotations from Kumarila in 
Akalahka’s works. Akalanka pulverises the arguments of Kumarila 
against the doctrine of omniscience. 

The facts that Kumarila has criticised Dignaga and is himself subjected 
to criticism by Dharmakirti and Akalanka, go to prove that he must have 
flourished not later than the early part of the 7th c. A.D. 


1 This verse is quoted in the name of Kumarila in TS. p, 817; see Hindi Intro* 
p* 24. 

a Vide Hindi Intro, p* 24. 1 See Hindi Intro, p* 25. 
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14. Dharmakhfi ; 

Dhatmakirti was born in Trimalaya in South 1 . According to Tibetan 
tradition Korunanda was his father 2 3 ; it is also attested by a reference, 
'KurundamkoU* Kena tadatsarabhramsdt (read as; tadamsarabhramidff in 
SVT 4 *. At Nalanda, Dharmakirtt was the disciple of Dharmapala ; the 
latter lived upto 642 A.D. ; Dharmakird, probably, was alive upto that 
period. According to Taranatha, he was contemporary of a Tibetan king, 
Srohgtsan Gum Po (627-698* A.D.). 

The Chinese pilgrim Yuwan-Chwang toured India from 629 to 645 
A.D. His first visit to Nalanda was in 637 A.D. and the second one in 
642 A.D fl . During his first visit, he was residing in a dwelling to the north 
of the abode of Dharmapala Bodhisattva, where he was provided with 
every sort of charitable offering 7 . He refers to “some celebrated men of 
Nalanda who had kept up the lustre of the establishment and continued 
its guiding work. There were Dharmapala and Chandrapala who gave 
a fragrance to Buddha's teachings, Gunamati and Sthiramati of excellent 
reputation among contemporaries, Prabhamitra of clear argument, and 
Jiuamitra of elevated conversation, Jnanachandra of model character and 
perspicacious intellect, and Sllabhadra whose perfect excellence was buried 
in obscurity. All these were men of merit and learning and authors of 
several treatises widely known and highly valued by contemporaries” ; 
during 8 * his second visit Silabhadra was the head of the Institution, Yuwan- 
Chwang studied Yoga from him. Obviously, Dharmapala had retired 
before 642 A.D. 0 From the records of travels, nothing can be known 
about the time of Dharmapala’s end of life 10 . However, we know that 
Silabhadra was alive in 642 A.D, i.e. during the time of Yuwan-Chwan 6 g 5 s 
second visit and he might have died after 645 A.D. 11 

1 S. C. Vidyabhu^an, History of Indian Logic, (HIL) p. 302. 

* Dari ana Dlgdariana t p. 741. 

3 should be read as Kumnandadarakosi, 

4 p. 54. 

fi HIL, p. 306, Note L 

6 On Yuwan-Chwang, vol, II, App. by Vincent Smith, p. 335, 

? S. Beal: The Life of Htuen-Tsiang, p. 109. 

8 Thomas Watters : On Yuwan-Chwang, vol. II, p. 165. 

8 ibid, p. 163-9. 

10 Takakusu conjectures that Dharmapala was not alive in 635 A.D._vide I-Tsing's 

Travels. Intro, p. 26. 

11 Yu wan Chwang’s letter to JInaprabha proves the death of Silabhadra, after 
Yu wan Ch wang’s return to China—Bauddha Samsktti, p, 337. 
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The fact that Yuwan-Chwang is silent about Dharmaklrti shows 
according to Vidyabhusana 1 , that he might be in preliminary stage of his 
studies, Rahul Sankrtyayan 3 observes that—Dharmaklrti might have died 
when the pilgrim Yuwan-Chwang visited Naianda; besides he did not 
bother himself about Logicians as he had no interest at all; so it is not 
surprising if Dharmaklrti is not referred to. 

There is no sense in saying that simply because Yuwan-Chwang 
had no interest in Logic, he might have ignored Dharmaklrti. Really, 
Yuwan-Chwang did refer to Nagarjuna and Vasubandhu, the great stalwarts 
of Buddhistic Logic; besides, he refers to Gunamati, Sthiramati etc,, 
who cannot stand the comparison with Dharmaklrti ; to refer to Dharma¬ 
klrti, the author of epoch-making seven volumes, spells the exemplary 
honesty of any scholar ; if he would have flourished before Yuwan-Chwang, 
by no stretch of imagination it appears to be correct to hold that he was 
not interested in logic. Hence the right surmise would be that Dharma¬ 
klrti was at preliminary stages of his learning at Naianda during the 
sojourn of Yuwan-Chwang. 

The second pilgrim to visit India was I-Tsing, whose period of 
travel lies from 671 to 695 A.D. 3 He stayed at Naianda for ten years 
(675^685). He recorded his travels in 691-692 A.D. He refers to the 
line of luminous scholars in very glowing terms ; suffice it to refer here, 
in order, Nagarjuna, Deva, ASvaghosa of the ancient period ; after that, 
Vasubandhu, Asaiiga, Samghabhadra and Bhavaviveka of the mediaeval 
period and lastly, Jina, Dharmapala, Dharmaklrti, Silabhadra, Simhachandra, 
Sthiramati, Gunamati, Prajnagupta, Gunaprabha and Jinaprabha 4 . Further, 
he writes, that Dharmaklrti systematised Hetuvidya after f Jina*. Prajna¬ 
gupta (not ^ Matipala) has expounded the doctrines of true religion 
subjecting other religions to repudiation. 

From all this, it seems, Dharmaklrti was regarded as an author of 
the first galaxy. The very fact that he is referred to with Dharmapala, 
Gunamati and Sthiramati and also his commentator pupil Prajna(kara)- 
gupta, shows that he refers to a long period of not less than eighty years. 
If Dharmaklrti would have died, according to Rahulji, I-Tsing would have 
definitely expressed his grief just as he does about Bhartrhari, a Buddhist 
monk and not the author of Vakyapadlya. 

1 HIL, p, 306. 

2 Vadatiyayn, Intro, p, 6, 

3 Vide Intro, to Akuhnka-Granfha-Traya^ p. 25. 

1 I-Tsing ki Bhdrata Ydtrd t p. 277, 





42 


INTRODUCTION 


Against the background of this brief analysis, it can be surmised 
that Dharmakirti might have lived during 625-650 A.D,; this time limit 
can be rightly extended from 620-690 A.D. This explains Yu wan Chwang^s 
silence about Dharmakirti and reference byl-Tsing and Taranatha’s conten¬ 
tion that Tibetan king Srongtsan Gum Po (629-685) was the contem¬ 
porary of Dharmakirti. There is hardly any doubt about the fact, that 
Akalahka imbibes the method, style and the spirit of Dharmakirti^ criticism 
of other schools of thought, which is attested by several quotations from 
all the works of Dharmakirti in his own vast literature 1 . 

15. jayardll Bhatta : 

In the Introduction to Tattvopaplavasimka (TPS) the date of Jayara^i, 
the author of TPS^is fixed by Pt. Sukhalaljt as not later than eighth century 
A.D., on the strength of the references to Jayara^i and TPS by Ananta- 
vlrya and Vidyananda in their respective works; and, later on he assigned 
him to the period of 725-825 A.D. 2 According to Panditji, the TPS is not 
referred to by Akalanka, Haribhadra and others belonging to the later 
period of 8th c. A.D, ; nor do we find any indirect suggestion of them 
in TPS. But, admitting that TPS is not dearly referred to by Haribhadra, 
we see that there is a clear reference to TPS in SW of Akalanka— Ba/d- 
rantaha-upaplutam (SW IV. 12) 3 . Commenting on this, Anantavirya, in 
his SVT., refers to TPS and also its author Jayatasi 4 . Hence the upper 
limit of TPS is not later than the first quarter of 8th c. A.D. This conclusion 
is supported by other sources also. Dharmakirti attempts to establish 
the identity of happiness and knowledge, in his PV (IIL 252) :— 

“ tadatadrupino bkdydh tadatadTupahetujdk f, 
tatsukhadi kdmajHdnam vijfidndhhinnaheiujam ”. 

On the basis of this very argument Jayarad lias established the identity 
of rilpa and jttdna , and has inserted the word * rupadi ' in the place of A sukkdd? 
in the said Kdrikd. 

Prajnakara has given a reply to JayaraSi, in his Pramdmvdrtikdlankdra 
(p. 313) citing the altered Kdrikd of Jayarasi in this way :— 

“attend etadapi nirastam — 
tadatadrupino bhdvdh tadatadrupahetujdh y 
tadmpadi kimajndnam vijndpdbhinmhetujam 

1 Tattmpaplavafirhha , Intro, p. 10. 

2 Bharatiya Vidya r voL II, No. 1. 

3 Vide Hindi Intro, pp. 28-29. 

4 Tat tv op ap lava karan a t Jayardfth saugatamatammalarnhya bruyJi tatraha—svasamvedana 

ityadi —SVT, p. 278. 
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Obviously, jayara^i must have lived after Dharmakirti and before Prajna'- 
kara or at least he must have been a contemporary of both. 

According to Rahulji, Prajhakara lived in 700 A.D. 1 * ; and rightly so. 
It has been discussed elsewhere that Akalanka criticises Prajnakara J s a theories 
of Wmvikdrana and svapndntikasarifa . Naturally, it is not inconsistent 
to maintain that TPS was seen by Akalanka who criticises Prajhakara, the 
cdtic of Jayarasi. Therefore the period of Jayarasi can be fixed somewhere 
between 650-700 A.D. 

16 . VrajMbtragupta : 

Amongst Dharmakirti *s commentators, Prajnakaragupta is the follower 
of the Agama school; in spite of being a commentator he was an independent 
thinker. Dr, Vidyabhusan assigns him to the 10th c* A.D 3 . But rightly 
Rahuiji relying on Tibetan tradition, opines that he belonged to 700 A.D. 4 
Rahulji's contention is further substantiated by the references to Prajha¬ 
kara found in Vidyananda 5 (800-840 A.D.), Jayantabhatta 6 (810 A.D.) 
Anantavirya 7 (950-990 A.D.) and Prabhacandra 8 (980-1065 A.D.)* 

Prajha (kara) gupta referred to by I-Tsing in his Records as a critic 
of other systems, is none else than this very scholar who can be said to be 
the contemporary of Dharmakirti ; certainly, Dharmakirti might be older 
than Prajnakaragupta, Therefore, latter must have flourished in 660-720 
A.D. Further, it will be proved that Akalanka has criticised Prajhakara- 
gupta who is prior to Karnagomi, since the latter refers to, ‘alankara evdva- 
slutvapratipddamt\ meaning thereby Prajhakara^ PYB. 

Akalanka** has criticised Prajnakara’s own theories with regard to 
bhd\vikdtanavdda y Svapndntikaiarnavdda and partial validity of pitasankhddi - 
jMm . 


1 PVB, Intro, p. (dha). 

1 AGT, Intro* p. 26. 

3 HIL. p. 336. 

* Vadimyaya^ App. and PVB., Intro. 

6 A.ftajahasri t p, 278. 

* Nyayamanjari-Pramtya t p, 70. 

7 SVT, App. 9. 
a PKM. p. 380. 

SVT p. % also Hindi Intro, pp. 31-32. * 
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17. Anuta i 

Areata is known by another name Dharmakaradatta 1 . He is the 
author of three works : Hitubindu Tifcd, Kfanabhangasiddhi and Pramdna- 
dvayasiddhL In the opinion of Taranatha, Dharmakaradatta was preceptor 
of Dharmottara. Dr. Vidyabhusana 2 assigns him to 700 A.D* 

Rahul ji first assigned him to 825 A.D. in VddanydytP but relying on 
Tibetan tradition he changed that date and has suggested it to be 700 A.D. 4 
Futher he mentions that Dharmottara was his disciple. Pt. Sukhalalji 
assigns him to the last part of 7th c. A.D. and early part of 8th c. A.D. 6 ; 
the age 700-725 as inferred by Rahul ji and Panditji, is supported by Aka- 
lahka’s (720-780 A.D.) reference to tfi sdmdnyavi$ayd vydptih tadvisistdnu- 
In his 5VT p. 177. Anantavirya comments on this: ‘Sdmdnya iiyddi 
Arcatamatamddu$ayiim sankate ” implying that Akalahka is criticising 
the views of Areata. 

It can, therefore, be maintained that Areata might have been a 
contemporary of Akalahka. 

18. Sdntabhadra : 

Pt. Dalasukh Malvania has proved, with evidences, that Santa- 
bhadra had written a commentary on Nydyabindu* Dharmottar subjects 
to criticism the views of Santabhadra and Vinltadcva ; Dharmottara is 
placed in 700 A.D. naturally, Santabhadra can be said to be his elder con¬ 
temporary. 7 

Akalahka refutes the theory of mdnasa pratyaksa held by Santabhadra, 
in NV. (L 161-2) as : 

^at;ta renedamuk sdnubhtdam cet na mkalpayet , 
santdndntaravuc-cetah samananta rameva kim” 

This is attested by Vadiraja's reference to Smtabhadfustvdka \ wliile com¬ 
menting upon this iloka. Further, SVT (p. 129) also refers to 'atrdha 
Santubhadrati *. Akalahka himself quotes Santabhadra and criticises him. 

1 Hztubindu Tikd p. 233. 

1 H1L* p. 331. 

8 Vadanjaja, A. M. 

* Pramartavartikatankdra, Intro. p. 7. 

s bletubindu. Intro, p. 12. 

4 Dharmattarapmdtpa Intro, p. 52. 

1 Vide Hindi Intro, p, 33. 

8 ibid. 
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19 . Dharmottara ; 

Of all the commentators of Nyayahindu^ Dharmottara is unique. 
He not only explaind the text verbatim but expounded the ideas embodied 
in the text. He was the disciple of Areata ; he must have flourished during 
the last quarter of 7th c. A.D, 

The jaina Acarya Mallavadi has written a Tippana on Dharmottara’s 
commentary on Nydyabtndu. Pt. Maivania has discussed about the date 
of Mallavadi in his Intro, (p. XXIX) to Dharmottara-pradipa : ‘Dr. A, S. 
Altckar has edited a copper-plate inscription of Karkasuvarnavarsha, a 
Rastrakuta king of Gujarat in the Eplgraphla tndica (vol XXL p. 133). 
It mentions the names of Mallavadi of the Mulasamgha-sena-amnaya, his 
pupil Sumati and SumatPs pupil Aparajita, This inscription belongs to 
Saka-Samvat 743. Dr. Altekar conjectures that the author of the Nydya- 
bindu-tippana is probably this Mallavadi. This view is quite consistent 
with the date of Dharmottara'. 

It is clear that Mallavadi flourished probably in 725 A.D,, naturally 
Dharmottara can be placed in about 700 A.D. He was the author of 
Nydya-bindutlkd, Pram anya-pariksd , Apoha-prakarana^ Paraloka-siddhi , Ksana- 
bkanga-siddhi and Pramdnavtntscaya-tlkd etc. 

With regard to the definition of Martasapratyak$et> there is a contro¬ 
versy amongst the commentators of Nydyabtndu , Dharmottara criticised 
the views of Santabhadra and established that mdnasapraiyaksa should be 
regarded as Agama-siddha and not Yukhsiddha as is accepted by Santa¬ 
bhadra. Akaianka criticises both of them in his NV (I, 169)L 

20. Karpagomi ; 

Dhatmakirti has written his own commentary on Spa rthdnumdna 
chapter of Pramdnavdrtika ; Yarn ago ml has written a commentary on this 
VrttL As has already been discussed elsewhere by us, he is assigned to 
the early part of the 8th c. A.D 2 . Rahulji places him in 9th c. A.D.; 
because Karnagomi refers to Mandana Misra who according to Rahulji 
flourished in 9th c. A.D 3 . 

1 Also see NVV where Vadkaja explicitly mentions the names of Santabhadra and 

Dharmottara with their views. 

* AGT. Intro, p. 30. 

* PVVT. p. 109, Karnagomi queues Mandana's Kdrika—“dhttrvtdhdtr priiijakfarn\ 

with "fadtiktem Mgndamna ". 









INTRODUCTION 


4d 

But Ramanath Shastri in his intro, to Brhati vol. II gives the period 
of Mandana to be 670-720 A.D 1 , M. M. Kuppusvami has proved the 
time of Mandana Misra to be 615-690 A.DA 

It is but definite that Mandana Mi^ra must be posterior to Kumarila 
and Prabhakara and a contemporary of Dhannakirti. 

The lower limit of the date of Karnagomi must be fixed as later than 
Prajnakara (A.D. 660-720) because Karnagomi refers to Prajnakara 
and the upper limit is the date of Akaiarika because Akaiarika refers to 
Karnagomi: he must have flourished between Prajnakara and Akaiarika, 
therefore, Karnagomi must be placed in the later part of 7 th c. A,D, 
and in the earlier part of 8th c, A.D. 

Kumarila’s attack on Buddhist theory of Paksadharmatvarupa , is 
replied by Karnagomi in PYVT 3 , and Akaiarika criticises this view of Kama- 
go m i in his Pramdnasamgraha (p. 104) in these words ; " Kdladidharmi- 
kalpandydmatiprasangaff*. Further, SVT (p. 158) refers to the Kdrika: — 
“ Yathdrtharupam buddher pitatapratibhdsandP\ as the view held by Karnaka ; 
and also SV (p, 158) ‘ Svarupantant arena etc/ is explained by Anantavirya :— 
Kaliakastvdha\ It seems, Kallaka is identical with “Karnaka”. 

21* Santaraksita : 

Santaraksita is one of the most brilliant commentators of Dharma- 
klrti. He has commented on Dharmakirti’s Yddanydya. His other monu¬ 
mental work is Tattvasangraha . It is mentioned that he flourished in 705- 
762 A.D 4 , He undertook his first journey to Tibet in 743 A.D. Probably 
he had finished his Tattvasangraha before his departure for Tibet, There are 
several sentences and verses which go to show the influence of Santaraksita 
on Akaiarika, e.g. compare “ Vrkye Sdkhdh Sila sedge styesd lattkikdmatUF (TS. 
p, 267)—with, t£ tdneva pasyan pratyeti iakhd vrkfepi laukikdk ” ( Pramdnasan- 
graha , v. 26 ; NV. v, 104) ; 'W yasya prameyatvd 7 (TS, 885) etc., with 

“tadevam prameyatvasattvddir yatra .etc.” ( As/asati\ Astasahasn , p. 58); 

and, “astihlk$anikddydkhyd *; (TS. p. 888) etc., with NV. v. 407. 

In this way we have seen that Akaiarika refers and refutes the views 
of the various commentators of Dharmakirti such as Frajriakaragupta, 
Areata, Santabhadra, Dharmottara, Karnagomi and Santaraksita. 

x Brhati, vol, II, p. 31, 

s Brahmariddhi. Intro, p, 58. * 

a ** Yadi evafk tat katasamhandhttvatnera tadhyasadhitnryoh —./’PWT, p. It. 

* TS. Intro, p. 96. 
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Pt, Kailashchandraji assigns Akalanka to the middle of 7th c. A.D, ; 
so he is of the opinion that the views of Dharmakirti’s commentators could 
not be refuted by Akalanka, so he concludes that the commentators of 
Akalanka were wrong in saying that some of the views criticised by Aka- 
larika arc those of the commentators of Dharmaklrti 1 . 

But taking into consideration the view of the definite age of Aka- 
fahka (720-780), there is a possibility of criticism by Akalanka of the commen¬ 
tators of Dharmaklrti, So there is the least possibility of error committed 
by the commentators of Akalanka in attributing some of the views to 
the commentators of Dharmaklrti. 

(<?) The influence of Akalanka on his contemporaries and the subsequent writers: 

Having dealt with the problem of influence of pre-Akalanka philo¬ 
sophers over Akalanka, a survey of Akalahka's inescapable influence upon 
his contemporaries and subsequent writers demands closer study. At the 
outset, it must be readily admitted that no philosopher has an impact and 
stitring influence over others as Akalanka, Jain philosophers Digambara 
and Svetambara alike after Akalanka, having accepted his views in toto, have 
explained and expounded his subtle thoughts ; of course, there are some 
Acaryas like Santis uri and Malayagiri who differ in minor details from 
Akalanka, Of the non-Jaina philosophers to refer to Akalanka, there is 
only DurvekamiSra (t 0th c. A.D.) who quotes AkalaAka by name 2 from 
SV in his Dharmottarapradipa* 3 A brief critical survey of the philosophers 
and of other writers who were influenced by Akalanka will be 
discussed here. 

1, Dhananjaya 4 : 

He is the author of Dvisandhdna-kdvya and Ndmamaldkosa , Dr. 
K. B. Pathaka places him in 1123-1140 A.D. Some other scholars also 
hold the same view 6 . \ 

But this view is on slippery ground because Prabhacandra (980-1065 
A.D,) refers to Dvisandkdna in his Prameyakamalamartanda (p. 402), Vadi- 
rajasuri (c. 1025 A.D.) eulogises him in Parsvandtha-carita (p, 4) ; further 
Vlrasena (748-823 A.D.) quotes ** hetdvevamprakdrddyaih from Anckdrtha- 

1 Vide Hindi Intro, p, 36 for detailed discussion, 

2 Sec SVT, p, 580, note 3, 

3 “ Ya da ha Akvtankdh,D ha rmo tia rap ra dip a , p. 246. 

4 NKC- vok II, Intro, p- 27. 

6 History of Sankdt Literature, p. 173. 
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ndma-mdla of Dhananjaya in Dhavala*. It is quite plain that Dhananjaya 
can be placed in 8th c. A.D. 

Dhananjaya praises Akalarika in these words 

“Pramdnanmkalankasya Pujyapddasya laksanam , 

Dhananjayahaveh kdvyam ratnatrayamapakimani 

2. Vtrasena (748-823 A*D. 2 ); 

Vira&ena the famous commentator of Satkhanddgama , refers to Aka- 
lahka as “Piijyapdda Bhattdraka"* and quotes his Tattvdrthavdrtika naming 
it Tattvdrtha Bhnsyn^* 

He quotes SV also in Dhamld , Vargand Khanda^ vok XIII, p. 356 \ 
“Siddhivhukaye uktam — **avadhivibhangayot-avadhidarianamevd\ But we do 
not find it in the present SV* 

3, Sripdla : 

He was the disciple of VIrasena and a colleague of Jinasena (763-843 
A.D,} who respectfully refers to him as the Sampdlakd* or “P&sakd* of 
Jayadhavald-tikd ; possibly, Sripala belongs to the period of Jinasena* 'It 
seems, he could have seen Akalanka in his young age* 

4* Jinasena (763-843) 5 : 

Jinasena is the author of Jayadhavald and Mahdpurdna. Akalanka is 
respectfully referred to in his works ; further, it is a well-known fact that 
he corroborated with VIrasena, his preceptor, in the commentaries on the 
canonical works* 

5* Kumdrasena : 

He is referred to by Jainasena in Harimmla Parana (Saka 705-783) : 

“dkupdram yah loke . .guroh Knmdrasmasya . 73 According to Dcvasena, 

Kumarasena established the FCastasangha ; he was the disciple of Vinaya- 
sena who himself was the pupil of VIrasena* Jinasena had composed the 
poetical work Pdrivdbhyudaya at the instance of Vinayasena, Acarya 
Vidyananda says the glory of his Aspasadasrl was due to Kumarasena 6 . 

1 Dhavai(i t vol. I, Intro, p, 27* 

> JSI t p, 140. 

s 41 Pdjyap ada - Bh a Mara ka irapyMatt's £amunymayala k fan a m ida me va fadyathd pramdna- 
prtikdi itdrtha-prariipako naydbj\ 

* * Ay am vdkymaydh Tattvar thabhafyagntaN Jay a Dhatwla, vol* I, p. 210, see, TV, for 
original p* 1*33, 

6 See the footnote of p* 49 No* 3 and JSI, p. 129. 

* Arfataktrtf, p* 295; see also I. 11. p. 38. 
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There is a reference to Kumarasena before Akalanka and after Sumatb 

deva, “ udetya . Kimdrasmo mmirastamdpat . ,n , a fact clearly indicating 

the time of Kumarasena to be 720-800 A.D. at the latest. On this assumption, 
it is but natural that Vidyananda could have had a thorough acquaintance 
with Kumarasena’s ideas and could substantiate his ideas in his monu¬ 
mental work A stasahasrl. And Jinasena could refer to him in his Hari- 
vamJa Parana (783 A.D.) ; though being an elder contemporary of Aka¬ 
lanka, Kumarasena might have explained As/asa/i to Vidyananda who 
explicitly accepts the gratitude of Kumarasena. 

6. Kumaranandi : 

Vidyananda refers to him in Pramdnapariksa (p. 72) and TSLV (p. 
280) which suggests that Kumaranandi was the author of Vddanydya^ 
“Kumdranandinakd/mr-Vddanydyavicaksanalf* ; further, Patrapariksd (p. 3) 
also refers to him. In one of the records of gift by Prtiwikongani (Saka 
698-716 A.D.) to Candranandi, there is a geneological list of teachers of 
Kumaranandi. It seems he lived near about 776 A.D. 

Kumaranandi's Vddanydya explicitly bears the influence of SV of 
Akalanka. Though Vddanydya is not available. The quotations from it 
bear the testimony that it is influenced by Akalahka-nyaya. 

7. Vidyananda: 

He is the celebrated commentator on Asfasafi of Akalanka. Regarding 
his age, he himself states in the Prasasti of his magnum opus Tattvdrtha- 
slokavdrtika , that he lived during the regime of £ivamara II (810 A.D,), 
the heir to king Sripurusa of Ganga dynasty. According to Pt* Darbarila! 
Kothia, Vidyananda completed his works,— Vidyanandamahodaya and 
Tattvdrthaslokavdrtiha during the reign of Sivamara II (810 A.D.) and Apta- 
pariksd t Pramdnaparlksa and Yuktyanuidsandlankrti during the regime of 
Racamalla Satyavakya I (816-830 A.D..). Asia Sahas ri was written after 
TSLV and before Aptaparlksd . etc. It might have been completed in 
810-815 A.D. and Patrapariksd\ Sripura-Pdrsvanatha-stofra and Satyasdsana- 
parlksd in 830-840 A.D. ; from all this discussion it can be concluded that 
Vidyananda flourished in 775-840 A.D. 2 

Vidyananda wrote TSLV after Vidydnandamahodaya, in 810 A.D.; 
he might have started writing at the prime of his youth. Admitting that 
he was born in 760 A.D,, it can be said that he could write his works from 
the age of forty ; hence, he too flourished as a younger contemporary of 
Akalanka like Kumarasena, 

''MEG vgL H, No, 67. 

7 


Aptaparlkfa, Intro, Pp. 51-53, 
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Vldyananda has profusely quoted Akalahka In his works, 1 and 
elucidated the works of Akalahka by bringing out the hidden meaning of 
Akalari kany ay a. 

8, Slldnkdcdrya ( V. 925: A. D. 868)* 

Silahkacarya is a well-known commentator on Agamas ; he quotes 
two slokas from LT in Sutrakrtahgatika 2 . 

9. Abhayadevasur? (10th c* A. D .); 

Abhayadevasuri, the tarkapancmana quotes some verses from LT 
with vrtti 4 in SanmatiAarkatlkd to substantiate the study of Pramanas, 

tO, Somadevasuri (10th c m A,D.): 

Somadevasuri, 5 the versatile writer quotes in his Yaiastilaka CampiiP 
a verse *dtmaldbham mdurmoksam _from SV (VIL 19). 

It* Anantakdrti (10th c, A. D.) : 

Anantakirti quotes dasahastdntaram (SV, VIIL 12) in his tMghu sarvajna- 
siddhi (p. 120) which is enriched by the arguments of Akalahka. 

12. Udnikyanandi (9934053 A.D.y. 

Manikyanandi was the preceptor of Prabhacandra ; his Vanksdmukha- 
sutra is the gist of Akalahka-nyaya 8 . 

13. Santisuri (993-1047)® 

Santfeuti quotes in Nydydmtdravdrtika 10 a verse “bfad&jHdndf* (NV 
I. 114) and "adddhah siddhasenasyd 7 (SV VI, 21) with some alteration; he 
criticises (p* 53) **tridhd hutamaviplavam” from pramdnasamgraha (v. 2) of 
Akalanka. For the influence of Akalahka on Santisuri’s Nydydvatdravdrtika 
readers are referred to the appendix to the same (p. 297). 

1 Vide Hindi Intro, p. 40 f, ns. 1-8. 
f On p, 227a and 236a, w, 4 6c 72 resp. 

A Sanmatj, Intro, p. 83. 

1 Sec Hindi Intro, p, 40 f, n. No, 12. 

* JSI, p. 182. 

6 p. 280. 

7 Aptapankfa, Intro, p. 33, 

& Vide, the Appendix to Intro, to Pramtyaka ma lamdrta nda in which the PMS is 
Compared with the various works of Akalanka, NVV and AGT. etc. 

0 NydfSvatSravarfiha^ p. 151. 
w p. 110, 
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14 . Vadiraja (r. 1025 A.D .) 1 : 

Vaditija, the Syadvadavldydpati is the famous commentator on 
NV of Akalanka, sometime he gives four or five meanings of certain words 
of Akalanka. The exposition of Akalanka’s work NV by Vadiraja was 
mainly due to the help he received from the commentary on Akalanka by 
Anantavirya, 

15 . Prabhdcandra ( 980 - 1065) 2 : 

Akalarika’s works were the source of information for Frabhacandra 
who wrote excellent commentaries. He is the author of NKC, the 
commentary on Laghlyastraya of Akalanka. He has been benefited by the 
help of Anantavlrya for the explanation of difficult portions ; in addition 
to this, he wrote Prameya-kamaJa-mdrfapda t the commentary on PMS ; he 
quotes “ bhedajndndtpratlyrte 7 (NV, 1. 114) in Atmanuidsanafikd\ the commen¬ 
tary on Amamdatana , 

16. Anantavirya (c. 11 th A.DJ): 

Anantavlrya wrote a commentary Prameyaratnamdla (PRM) on Parlksd- 
mukha-sittra which is based on Akalanka’s works and was written after 
Prameya-kamala-mdfpanda* He refers in FRM (III. 5) to LT and NV, 

17. Vddidevasuri (1086-1130 A.D.) : 

Vadidevasuri wrote Pramdnamyatattvdhka with his own (ikd known 
as Syddvadaratndkara (SR), mostly based on Panksd-mukha-s/Vra\ He 
quotes LT and LTV in his SR (I. 4, II. 3 and II, 12, verses 3, 4, and 5 of 
LT, with V\rtti)* Further, he quotes a line from SV in SR (p, 641) ; he 
accepts the fundamental principles of Akalanka* s Logic and elaborates the 
discussion of Hetu with divisions and subdivisions etc. accepted by Aka¬ 
lanka. 

18. Hemacandra (10884173 A. D.) : 

It seems that Akalanka’s SV has an indelible impact on the mind of 
Hemacandra, the Kalikdlararvjna y he quotes two verses from SV in his 
Pramdna-mTmdmsd . He was an exponent of Akalanka’s Logic. 

19. Malayagiri (about 11th & 12th c . A.D.): 

Malayagiri was a colleague of Hemacandra. In his Avalyaka 
Niryakti-TJkd, he differs from Akalanka in holding that the use of sydt 
in naya-vdkya is inadmissible, for the simple reason that naya itself constitutes 


1 for detailed discussion sec NW. vol, I and II, Introductions. 

1 for detailed discussion on Prabhacandra sec NKLC vol 2. Introduction. 
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that notion ; if sydt is used in this context, then it ceases to be naya-vdkya 
and becomes Pramdnavdkya . 

But Vidyananda and others of mediaeval period and Ya^ovijaya of 
modern times uphold the doctrine of Akalahka. According to Yasovijayaji, 
the use of sydt in Nayavakya connotes the other attributes but does not 
denote them. In this context, Mai ay agin was an isolated scholar ; no 
one accepted his views. 

20. Candrasma (l2th c. A*D>) : 

Candrasena quotes a verse, <l na pasydmah .etc. from SV in his 

Utpadadi sidd/iL 

21. Ikatnapmbha (12th c. A*D.): 

Ratnaprabha was the disciple of Vadldcvasuri ; he respectfully refers 
to Akalahka in these words ‘prakatitatlrthantanyakalankohalankalf ; he quotes 
a verse from LT in his Ratndkardvafarikd (p. 71), 

22. Aiddhara (11884250 A.D.) : 

Asadhara quotes the 4th and 72nd verses from LT in Anagdra-dharmd- 
mrta , (p. 169) and Istopadesa-tlkd (p. 30) ; his Prameya-ratndkara is extinct. 

23. Abhayacandra {c. 13th A.D,); 

Abhayacandra has written a TdtparyavrtU on Akalanka’s Paghi- 
yastraya . 

24. Dmndrasuri {c. 13th A.D.) : 

Devcndrasuri refers to Malaviddhamani .etc. from LT in his Karma- 

grantha-ftka (vol. I. p. 8). 

25. Dharmabkusam (of 14th t, A>D.)i 

Dharmabhusana quotes LT (v. 52) and NV (I. 3 & II. 172) in his 
NydyadtpikdP which is merely the extracts of Akalankanyaya. 

26. Vimaladdsa {e. 15th A. D) : 

VImaladasa quotes a verse beginning with “Prameyatvddlbhlh ."e tc, 

as Uaduktam Bhattdkalankademih * in his Saptahhangitarangini . It occurs in 
smrupasamvidhdna (v. 3) which does not bear any testimony regarding the 
authorship of Akalahka; Mahasena is also said 2 to be the author of this 
work. Vimaladasa’s SBT is mainly based on Akalankanyaya 3 , 

1 NyByadJpika, Intro, pp. 96-98. 

1 NKC vol. I, Intro, p. 54. 

* vide TV. IV. 42. 
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27. Yahvijaya (17th c, A.D.) and other Acdryas : 

Yosovijaya, the Gangesa of Jaina Nyaya was the exponent of Navya- 
Nyaya in Jaina logic* He was one of the outstanding exponents of Aka- 
lank a*s logic* In his works Jaina-tarkabhdsd\ sdstravdrid-samuccayaftkd and 
Gurutattvaviniicaya he quotes 1 Aka lank a extensively ; besides he has replied 
to the objections raised by Malay agiri on Akalanka in his Gurutatt va-vimicay a* 
He wrote a commentary on Astasahasri^ which is the commentary on 
Asfa sat t of Akalanka* 

Besides all these references to Akalanka, there are still other 
philosophers who quote Akalanka in their respective works, e*g* Syddvdda- 
siddin of Vadibhasiiiiha, Aptamlmdfhsd-vrtti of Vasunandi, Sad-darsana-samu- 
ccaya-vrtti of Gunaratna, Syadvadamanjari of Mallisena, Visvataitpa-prakdsa 
of Bhavasena, Pramdnaprameyakalikd of Narendrascna, Nydyamanidlpikd 
(a commentary on Prameyaratnamdla) of Ajitascna and Prameya - ratna-mald- 
lahkdra of Caruklrd Panditacarya, etc,, all these authors have glorified 
Akalanka* 

From this exhaustive discussion, it is quite clear that Akalanka’s 
impact on jaina logicians is immense. Out of all these authors referred to 
above Vidyananda, Anantavirya, Prabhacandra, Abhayacandra, Vadiraja 
and Yasovijaya are the commentators of Akalanka* 

(/) The age of Akalanka : 

Of epigraphical evidences that throw light upon the age of Akalanka, 
the oldest inscription to refer to him is of c, 1016 A.D. But epigraphical 
evidences arc not to be exclusively depended upon. In this attempt the 
textual references are of immense help both from the standpoint of fixing 
the time limit and comparative studies. 

The above discussion leads us to the conclusion that the time limit 
of Akalanka lies from Dharmakirti and his line of disciples, which extends 
from the last part of 7th c. A.D* to the early phase of 8th c * ; particularly 
the age of Santaraksita (762 A.D.) is definitely the lower limit of Aka- 
lahka's date. The upper limit of his date can be fixed with the help of the 
date of his commentator Vidyananda (775-840 A.D.) and with that of 
Dhauanjaya (8th c * A.D*) and Virasena (748-813 A.D*) who quote him* 
Hence Akalanka can be placed in the 8/// c. A.D * 

But in the light of the newly available material even the. particular 
decade of the eighth century can be fixed* 

1 For references to quotations sec Hindi Introduction p. 43. 
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There is a controversy over the issue of deciding the time limit of 
Akalanka: 

(1) A galaxy of scholars led by K, B, Pathak holds that Akalahka 
flourished during the last quarter of the eighth century A.D* ; this group 
includes S* C* VIdyabhusan, R, G. Bhandarkar, Peterson, L. Rice, Winter- 
nita, F* W, Thomas, A. B* Keith, A. S. Altekar, Pt* Nathuram Premi, Pt* 
Sukhalalji, B. A* Saletore, MM. Gopinath Kaviraj. 

(2) The other group of scholars maintain that 7th c. A*D. is the 
time of Akalahka, on the evidence of a lloka from Abtlanka-carila in 
which the date is given as Vikramdrka $aka 700 he. 643 A.D*, it includes 
R. Narasimhacharya, S. Srikantha Sastri, Pt* Jugal Kishor Mukhtar, A, N. 
Upadhyc, Pt. Kailashchandra, jyoti Pd. 1 etc* 

The arguments advanced by the first group of scholars are leading 
us near the truth and they are as follows™ 

(1) That Akalahka is referred to be the son of a minister to king 
Subhatuhga of Rastrakuta dynasty in Prabhacandra^s KK* a 

(2) That the MalliSena praSasti inscribed on the pillar of ParSva- 
natha Basti at Chandragiri refers that Akalahka narrates in 
the court of Sahasatunga his victory over Buddhists at the 
court of king Hima^itala, Probably Sahasatunga Is identical’ 
with Dantidurga (744-756 A.D,) 3 * 

(3) That Akalanka<arita refers to Akalahka’s debate in Saka 
700 (778 A*D,) in these words: 

e c vikramdrkasakdbdlya satasaptapramdjust y 
kale*kalankayafino Bauddhalr-vado mahdnabhut ;” 4 

Now the second group of scholars advances the arguments in the 
following way : 

(1) That KK refers to Manyakheta as the capital of Subhatunga, 
whereas it is Amoghavatsa who made Manyakheta the capital 
in 815 A.D* ; hence, the genuineness of KK is not altogether 
beyond doubt 6 , 

(2) That the identification of Sahasatunga with Dantidurga II 
is a matter of conjecture only®* 

1 Vide Hindi Intro, for the references of views expressed by these Scholars, pp. 44-5, 

* K. B* Pathak, ABORT, voi. XL p, 155* 

* Ibid 

* ABORI, vol* XL Art* by KL B. Pathak* 

1 HKC, vol I, Intro, p* 104, 

s A. N. Upadhya, ABQRJ, vol* XII, p. 373* 
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(3) That the reference to Viktamir hataka, in A&tlmka-carita , 
means Vikrama Sam vat 1 and not Saka. 

(4) That Virasena quotes Akalahka's TV as Agamapramana 
in Dhavala (the completing date 816 A.D.), hence he must 
be of remote age, so he flourished in the early period of 7th 
c, A.D, 2 

(5) Siddhahnagani (8th A.D.) refers to Akalanka's SV; hence he 
must have lived in 7th century A.D, 

(6) That Haribhadra (700-770 A.D,) refers to Akaianka-nydya 
in Amkdntajaya-paidkd shows that Akalarika is earlier than 
Haribhadra 3 * * 

(7) Jinadasagani Mahattara (676 A,D.) refers to SV in Nifitha- 
Curnfi ; naturally Akalahka must be placed in the early part 
of the 7th century A,D. S 

Now let us examine the arguments of the second group of scholars* 
It has been proved by us elsewhere 6 that Akalahka flourished in 720-780 
A.D* on the strength of the internal and external evidences* This date is 
confirmed by the additional evidences that are available today* The afore¬ 
said date as already mentioned, has been r proved by K. B. Pathak and 
defended by S. C* Vidyabhusana and Pt. N. Premiji* The age' proved 
by these scholars is substantially and firmly fixed, irrespective of the dis¬ 
proof of some of the evidences employed by them. The article on c The 
Age of Guru Akalahka' by Dr. Saletore Is a very significant contribution 
in this direction to firmly establish the conclusion arrived at 7 * Now let 
us examine the arguments one by one. 

(1) As has already been discussed that the mention of Manyakheta 
as the capital of Rastrakuta's is not a decisive factor. The reference 
of Manyakheta as the capital of Subhatuiiga in KK may be the result of 
an established fact of later times, that lead the author to mention it so, 
because of its strong affinity with the Rastrakutas, 

1 ABORI, vol. XII, Art, by A. N. Upadhye* 

a ibid. 

* NKG vol, I, p- 105. 

* Pilhika gatha No. 486. 

* jugalkishor Mukhtar, Amkjanta > VoL I, No. 1 ; NKC, vol. I, Intro, p. 105. 

Ahalahka-Granihs-Traya^ Intro. Pp. 13-32* 

7 B* A. Saletore, The Age of Guru Akalarika, BHSJ, vol, VI, pp. 30-33* This 
article by the veteran scholar is of special importance ; he confirms the conclusion 
arrived at elsewhere (AGT, Intro.)- 
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(2) According to Mallisena Prasasti, Mallisena muni expired in Saka 
1050 (1123 A.D.) and the said inscription is engraved to commemorate 
the saint* This inscription refers to * Raj an Sahasatuhga’ ; it gives a chro¬ 
nological list of teachers such as : Mahamdi Samantabhadra, Makadhyani 
Simhanandi, sanmdmvddi Vakragriva, namst&irakdri Vajranandi, Patrakesari 
the author of T rilaksanakadarthana y Sumatideva the author of Sumati - 
sapfaka, Kumarasena, Cintamani, Kamcudimam Srivardhadeva praised by 
Dandij mahamdavijeta Mahesvara and Akalahka—destroyer of Tara ins¬ 
talled in an earthen pot. Further, some verses are put in the mouth of 
Akalahka 1 . The Prasastikara quotes these verses in the Pragasti, not as 
composed by himself but he accepted them as they were prevalent 
traditionally. This shows that they were composed in the remote past. 

Further, it refers to Akalahka’s debates in the court of Sahasatuhga 
and his effort to invite Paravadimalia to the court of Subhatuhga for ex¬ 
planation, signifying that Sahasatuhga and Subhatuhga were two different 
kings ; of course, before this PraSasti (1128 A.D) Prabhacandra (980-1065 
A.D.) refers to Akalahka’s debate in the court of Himailtala but is 
silent in regard to his narration at the court of Sahasatuhga. 

So far as we know the history of Rastrakutas, it is the rulers of this 
dynasty who only bear the birudas of the type— iubkatunga r Nrpaftmga, 
ke, 5 the birudas necessarily have the su fiix-tutijga. That Ktsnaraja 

I had the btruda Subhatunga is sufficiently proved by several inscriptions 2 ; 
there is nothing to prove the travesty of the contents of the said Prasasti. 

The reference to "Rajan Sahasatuhga_ J etc. (v. 21) glorifies the qualities 

of a king with several adjectives. It is a vivid fact of history to note that 
Dantidurg had conquered the northern part of the kingdom of Kirtivarma 

II belonging to Solahki Chalukyas in the middle of 748-753 A.D. and had 
reestablished the sovereignty of the Rastrakutas 3 . The Samngada (Dist. 
Kolhapur) inscription, dated Saka 675 (753 A.D.) records the magni¬ 
ficent victorious career of Dantidurga 4 . The glowing tributes of this 
inscription 5 prove that this Sahasatuhga was prior to Subhatuhga, who 
defeated the Chalukyas; and this Sahasatuhga is shown to be identical with 
Dantidurga 6 . Dr. Altekar also upholds the same conclusion. It will be 
seen in the sequel, it is but definite that Sahasatuhga was the biruda of 
only Dantidurga II. 

1 Vide Hindi Intro. Pp. 46-47 for the text of Prasasti. 

* HI, vol. Ill, p. 106 and vol. XVI, p. 125. 

3 Bhirauke Pradna RajavarhSa, vol. Ill, p. 26, 

* I A, vol. XI, p. 111. 

6 Vide Hindi Intro, p. 48, for the text of laser. 

o BPRV, vol. III, 
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It has been already discussed that Akalanka was a young man during 
the last phase of Sahasatunga's reign. It can be said without any fear of 
contradiction that the final verdict* thanks to Dr. Saietore, on the problem 
of the identity of Sahasatunga with Dantidurga has been passed by his 
research. He concludes, after a masterly analysis of the problem of identi¬ 
fying Sahasathnga with Dantidruga II: “This is proved by an inscription 
on the four faces of a pillar set up in the court-yard of the Ramalihge^vara 

temple at Rame£vara near Proddhaturu,,.It is written in Sanskrit and 

Kannada languages* the script being in Kannada.It belongs to the 

reign of the Rastrakuta King Krsna III*,....The inscription consists of 
about twenty-five verses which give the genealogical account of the Rastra- 
kutas down to Krsna III* who is praised in the record...../' The lines 
referring to Dantidurga as Sahasatunga are : 

Sri- Dantidurga-eti durdfm ra-bdZm-pIryyo 
Calukya-siniku-mathamdbhava-rdjalak smlm 
Yas sambabhdm ciram-dtmakul-aikakdntdm 
tasmin Sdhasatunga-ndmni nrpatau svassundarlprdrthiie 1 
Thus, it is conclusively proved that Sahasatunga was no other than Danti¬ 
durga II. The date of Sahasatunga Dantidurga is 756 A*D. 2 

(3) In the light of this proof that Dantidurga had the biruda Sahas a- 
tuhg, the reference to the lin t—vikTamdrkaJakdbdlya* will be taken as Saka 
Sam vat for the following reasons : 

(i) The verse containing ‘vikramdrkaZakahdiyd should be read 
as l vikramdnkalakdbdtya 3 implying thereby Saka era qualified 
by Vikrama* 

(ii) It is almost an accepted tradition followed by Jaina authors 
to refer Saka era as f mkramdnkaiaka \ This is supported by 
several instances. Dhavala was completed in 816 A.D*, 'when 
Jagattunga (i.e. Govinda III of the Rastrakuta dynasty) had 
abandoned the throne and Amoghavarsha I was ruling 3 / 
It is mentioned that Dhavald was completed in the year 738 
of Saka (A.D, 816), The ending verses of Dhavala run— 

“athatisamhi Satasae Vikkamardyankie-susagandme 

Vase suterasle bhdnmilagge dhavalapakkhe ” 

Hence Vikramdnkita Saka must be interpreted as Saka era*. 
Otherwise it will not tally with the time of Jagattunga and Amoghavarsa. 

1 JBHS* vol. VI, Pp, 29-33. 

1 The Ra^trakiiUs and their Times, p. tO. 

1 SafkhtindSganHi, vol. I, Eng. Intro, p, ii and Hindi Intro. Pp. 35-45. 

* Dhavali, vol. I Hindi Intro, p. 41. 
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Dr. Hiralal Jain in support of this interpretation quotes a line from the 
commentary on Trilokasara (v, 850) by Madhavacandra Traividya which 
contains “Sri Vtrandihanivrtek sakdldt Pmcasatottara sat Jatavarsdni” (605) 
pancamdsayutdni gatvd pa scat Vikramdnkaiakardjo Jay ate etc* which shows 
the tradition of attaching the word Vikramdnka with Saka era . 

Hence Samvat, referred to in Akalanka Carita, is in complete conformity 
with the historical fact of mentioning Saka era with Vikramarika. This 
contention is also held by J. C. Vidyalankara 1 * 

(4) Conceding to the facts of Akalanka’s contemporaneity with Sdhasa- 
tuhga Dantidurga and flourishing in 720-780 A.D., it is by no means 
impossible for Dhamld to quote TV of Akalanka, which was accepted as 
an authentic text within a short period due to its intrinsic value, the possi¬ 
bility of quoting it is still more enhanced when we purview that the TV 
was the first work of Akalanka. 

(5) Further Acarya Siddhasenagant wrote a commentary on hhdsya 
of TSu. Pt, Sukhalalji assigns him between 7th c. A,D. and 9th c. A.D. 2 
Because Siddhasena refers to Dharmakirti and is referred to by Sllahka- 
carya (Saka 799 ; 877 A.D.) in his Vrtti on Acdrdnga z ; hence he must have 
flourished during the last phase of 8th c. A.D. Pandit ji- conjectures 4 that 
Akalanka, Gandhahastl (Siddhasena) and Haribhadra might be contem¬ 
poraries ; if so, Akalanka's TVA or R djavartika could be'before Siddhasena 
(last quarter of 8th c. A,D.). 

Though one more Siddhiviniscaya of Arya Sivasvarrii has been found 

out; Siddhasena’s reference to *evam . Siddkiviniieaya srstipariksdto\ 

seems to be definitely indicating SV (VII Ch. on Sastrasiddhi i v. 13) of 
Akalanka. 6 

(6) The age of Haribhadra is fixed by Muni jinavijayaji to be 700-770 
AX>. on the basis of Kmalayamald (777 A.D.} of Uddyotana who refers to 
Haribhadra, and on other internal evidences; 0 It has been shown elsewhere 7 
that Haribhadra quotes verbatim the second padas of two verses from 
Nydyamanjan in his Saddarsana-samuccaya (v, 20). Though recent research 8 

1 Vide Hindi Intro, p. 50, f. N. 4. 

1 Tat£v3rihasfttra> Intro* p. 46. 

a ibid, p. 43, Note 2. 

4 See Hindi Intro, p. 53. 

4 ibid, p. 5t, 

8 Jaina Sahitya Samiodhaka, vo[. I, Part 1. 

7 NKC, voJ, II, Intro, p. 38. 

* JBORS, vok IV, 1955. 
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in Nyaya studies has shown that Trilocana, the guru of Vaca&pati■ Migra,* 
had written a ' Nydyamanjarl still it is definite that the quotation by’Hari-* 
bhadra is from ■ jayanta’s NydyamaHjath The age of Jayanta was fixed by 
myself to be 760-840 A.p* 1 

As has already been shown elsewhere* the date of Haribhadta should 
be extended to 810 A.D., in view of the fact that he quotes Nyayamanjarl 
of Jayanta who flourished in 760-840 A.D. 2 

Therefore* Haribhadra’s age lies from 720 A.D. to 810 A.D* In other 
i words* he was the contemporary of Akalahka. 

Haribhadra’s reference to “ Akalankanydydnusdri cetoharam vac ah” in 
Anekantajayapataka (p, 275) implies the sopdess character of logic and 
in no way is referring to Akalanka 1 s Nyaya works. In AjP there are still 
more references of this type e.g. ‘ ‘mskalaftkamaitsamuiprek{ita sanydydnu- 
sdratah*\ such epithets are used while discussing the purvapaksa of Buddhists 
and Naiyayikas who claim the purity of their own logic ; hence it is clear 
that they do not refer to Akalanka’s logic*. 

(7) jinadasagani refers to Siddhivinihaya in his Niliiha Curni but it 
bears no relation whatsover with the present SV of Akalanka* Muni 
Punyavijayaji 3 has found out a ftkd on a treatise named Sirimukti of Sdkats- 
yana \ it is in a mutilated condition having some of die leaves of the first 
and the last portion missing. In that MS* there is reference to “ >„;..Bhaga- 

vaddcdrya-Sivasvdminah SiddhivinUcayc .”, indicating the existence of 

Siddhivinihaya by Sivarya, who is other than Akalanka; because the views 
quoted in the name of Sivarya from SV are against the views of Akalanka, 
particularly regarding the problem of' Sirimukti. 

Sakajayana in his Amoghavrtt'U (1,3,-168) refers Sivarya’s Siddhivinih 

cay a as \—*Sddhu khalvidam _ Siddher-vini scayah Sivarya sya Swdryena 

which fact clearly menifests that Si vary a also wrote a work named Siddhi - 
vin't hay a, v 

There is hardly any doubt that Sakatayana had before him Sivarya’s 
SiddhmnUcaya which defends Strimukti. 

When in the year 1926 A.D. the reference to SiddhmnUcaya was found 
out in NHUha'<prm (NC) and the MS. of Anantavirya’s SIddhivinUcayatlkd 

1 NKC, voL II, Intro, p, 16 ; in the light of recent researches a correction is required 

to be made in one of my arguments: the verse* '‘ajftdmtimird ...... etc., which 

refers to Nyayamanjarl written by a guru of Vacaspati is none else than Trilocana. 

* Ibid, p. 16, 

3 The author is indebted to Pt. Maivania for this suggestion. 

* Vide Hindi Intro, p. 53. 
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on Akalanka’s SV was discovered, Pt. Jugalkishorji identified the SiJJhi- 
vinikaya referred to in NC with that of Akalanka in iris article on SVT 
in Amkanta . This evoked further research in this direction as a result 
of which Pt. Sukhalalji and Pt. Bechardasji rightly pointed out that the 
reference to SV in NC cannot be that of SV of Akalanka, since Jinadasa 
Mahattara is decidedly earlier than Akalanka 1 . In fact, the SV referred 
to in NC should necessarily be the work of an unknown author other 
than Akalanka, who must have been a Svetambara ; for (i) there is no 
other evidence to prove that the Svetambara Acaryas have referred to a 
Digambara work as darsamprabhdvaka , (ii) the reference to SV is with 
a Svetambara work, viz* Sanmatt, moreover it is given the first place in order 
of mentioningMuni jinavijayaji also expressed such opinions 3 in his 
foreword to AGT, I had also my own doubts regarding this matter. 
If NC refers to Akalanka’s SV., the author must be posterior to Akalanka; 
further it was a matter of doubt whether Jinadasa was the author of Nandi- 
curni ; the existence of SV, except that of Akalanka was not thought of ; 4 
for, SV of Akalanka is purely a philosophical classic which could have 
been glorified by Svetambara Acaryas. Though Jinavijayaji attempted 
to establish Jinadasa as the author of Nandicurni and placed him in 676 
A.D. the problem of SV referred to in NC was not solved. Happily, this 
problem is now solved on die strength of explicit reference to Si varya’s 
SV in Strimukti tikd and AmoghavrttL It is a matter of pretty certainty 
that Sivarya was Yapanlya, since Sakatayana who quotes SV of Sivarya, 
was himself a devout Yapaniya; naturally the Svetambara Acaryas quote 
it (SV of Sivarya) whenever they discuss the problem of Strimukti , Sivarya 
can be placed before 7th C A.D. on the basis of his reference in NC. 

On the basis of this discussion it can be conclusively proved that 
NC does not refer to SV of Akalanka. So he can be placed in 8th C A,D. 
and certainly not in the 7th C A.D. 

The Crux of the whole discussion is 

1. Akalanka 1 s narration of his victory at the court of King 
Himaskala before Dantidurga alias Sdhasatunga ; Dantidurga 
ruled in the year 745-755 A.D., he had hiruda Sdhasatunga 
which fact is conclusively proved by the Pillar Inscription 
of Ramesvara temple. 

1 Amkdnta, vol. I. No. 4. 

* NtCC, VoL I Intro. P. 105. N ate 3. 

1 AGT. Foreword, P. 5. 

4 Ibid, Intro, pp. 1445. 


2. THE AUTHORS: AkALA^KA 


61 


2. The KK of Prabhacandra refers to Akalanka as the son 
of Purusottam who was the minister of Krsna I (756-775 
A.D.). 

3. The reference to Akalanka’s debates in Saka 700 (778 A,D.) 
with the Buddhists in Akalanka-carita* 

4. The reference to the influence of the following Acaryas 
in Akalanka’s works : 

Bhartrhari (4th or 5th c. A.D.) 

Kumarila (the Erst part of 7th c. A.D.) 

Dharmaklrti (620-690 A.D.) 

jayaraSi Bhatt (7th cent. A.D.) 

Prajnakara Gupta (660-720 AJD.) 

Dharmakardatta or Areata (680-720 A.D.) 

Samabhadra (700 A.D.} 

Dharmottara (700 A.D.) 

Karnagomi (8th cent. A.D.) 

Santaraksita (705-762 A.D.) 

5. Dhananjaya states in his Ndmamdla, ' pramdnam akalanka sya 7 ; 
this Ndmamdla is quoted in Dhavald (816 A.D.). Therefore 
Dhananjaya must have flourished in 810 A.D. 

6. VIrascna’s (guru of Jinasena) reference to Akalanka’s 
TV in his Dhavald (816 A.D,). 

7. Jinasena’s (760-813 A.D.) reference to Akalanka in Adi- 

pttrdna . 

8* Jinasena, the author of Harivarhsapurana, completed in 
Saka 705 (783 A.D.), refers to Virasena’s reputation as 
’’akalanka, 

9. Vidyananda*s (775-840 A,D.) commentary on Astaiati of 
Akalanka named AstasahasrL 

10. Inscriptions refer to Akalanka after Sumati. The copper 
plate, dated Saka 743; 821 A.D.) recording the gift made 
by Rastrakuta Karka Suvarna of Gujarat to Aparajita, the 
disciple of Sumati and grand disciple of Mallavadi. 

The TS refers to Sumati as a Digambar scholar. 
Tattvasamgraha-Panjika (TSP) suggests that Sumati repudiated 
Kumarila’s theory of dlacanamdtra pratyaksa . Obviously, 
Sumati must have followed Kumarila; his date has been 
Exed by Dr. Bhattacharya at about 720 A.D. If Sumati, 
referred to in the copper-plate, is the same as quoted in TS 
it can be inconsistent with this date (720 A.D,) ; because. 
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according to copper-plate inscription Sumati’s disciple 
Aparajita lived in 821 A,D. ; it can be presumed that the 
relation between the teacher and the taught—might have 
1 been for certain time within this long period of 100 years. 
It has been rightly observed by Pl Dalsukh Malvania, 
according to whom, Sumati’s literary activities might be 
about 740 A.D. Santaraksita completed his TS in 745 A.D, 
he. before his journey to Tibet where he established a 
Vihara in, 749 A,D, If Sumati is thought to be the 
contemporary of Santaraksita, he might be living in 
762 A.D., under such conditions, it is not improbable to 
maintain that his disciple Aparajita could have flourished 
in 821 A,D. 

Akalanka, who is mentioned after Sumati and other 
two or three Acaryas, must have flourished in 8th c. A,D, 

On the strength of these evidences it can be safely concluded that 
Akalanka flourished in 720-780 A,D. 

(g) The Works of Akalanka 

It is needless^ to repeat Akalanka’s unparalleled contribution by an in- 
exhaustible fertility of his intellect, insight and intuition all combined ; 
his TV stands as an example of purity,, clarity of thought and sobriety of 
mind ; his works Astasati and Siddhivinikaya etc. reflect force, cogency and 
satire, as the then prevailing necessity to combat the Buddhist criticism 
stirred him and as a result of which we have several excellent works on 
Jaina philosophy, A brief analysis, estimation and evaluation of the 
various works of Akalanka will be given in the following pages. 

(1) Tativdrihavdrtika (TV) and its Bhasya (' TVB ) : 

TV is a commentary on the Taitvdrthasutra (TSu) of Grddhapiccha 
Acarya Umasvami in a pdriika form resembling Nydyavdrtika of Uddyo- 
takara. TV has a commentary by the author himself- The commentary 
is called Bhasya 1 or Alankara. TV contains the discussion of jiva y Ajlva , 
Asrava , Bandha y Samvara, Nirjard and Moksa, The Puspikd of TVB, 
refers to the title of the text as “ Tat tearthavdrtika-vydkhydndlahkara y \ A 
large portion of SS forms the very structure of Vdrtikas of TV, similar 
is the case with several sentences 2 of Tattvdrthddhigama-bhdsya (TBh) some 

1 Dhavala Vol. I, Intro, p. 67, NKC. p, 646. 

1 TBh, I, L 
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of which he criticises at several places and also criticises some of the sutras 
accepted by TBh; this fact clearly indicates that TBh and its sutras were 
accessible to him. The TBh is referred to by him as Vrtti The prose in the 
last section of the 10th chapter and 32 verses of TBh are assimilated in TV 
by Akalahka. In the description of Dvadasanga, while dealing Kriydvddi, 
Akriyavadi, Ajndnika and Vaindyika reference is made to the Vcdic Rsis 
of various sdkhds such as—Sakalya, Vaskala, Kuthumi, Katha, Madhyan- 
dim, Mauda, PIppalada, Gargya, Maudgalayana A&valayana, etc. 

There are several quotations from Satkhanddgama and Mahdbandha 
which are in perfect tune with the spirit of TV ; verily, it is a mine of Jaina 
philosophy, Ethics, Cosmology and other allied subjects where in philo¬ 
sophical section deals specially the various aspects of Anekantavada 2 , 

There is refutation of definition of sense perception held by Dignaga, 
But it is curious to note that he has not criticised that of Dharmakirti, though 
the first sloka, beginning with uddhiputvath kriydm |M of Santandntarasiddhi 
of Dharmakirti is quoted. It seems that all the works of Dharmaklrti 
might have not been accessible to Akalahka at the time of writing TV; 
this can be the reason to strengthen the supposition that TV is the first 
work of Akalahka. 

It may be noted that Akalahka was also a grammarian, since he exhibits 
his sound knowledge of correct usage and word formation of terms used 
in the sutras. He closely follows the Jaimndra Vydkarana of Pujyapada 
though some times he refers to Panini and Pdtanjala-bhdsya. 

So far as cosmological discussions are concerned, Trilokaprajnapti 
is served as a reference book for Akalahka. Besides, he refers to Yoni- 
prdbhrta, Vydkhydprajmptl and Vyikhydprajnapti-dandaka etc.. Indicative of 
his vast erudition; besides TV quotes a number of standard works of 
different systems of thought for instance Vedas, Upamsads, Smrtis , 
Purdnas, Panini-sutras, Pdtanjala-bhdsya , AbhidharmakoU , Pramdnasammcaya , 
Santdndntara-siddM , Yuktyanuldsana , Dvatrinsad-dpatrinlatika etc. 

{2} Asjasati : 

Aftasati, amounting to 800 verses, is a most precious work in 
Jaina philosophy, dealing mainly with logic ; it is a brief but extraordinarily 
brilliant commentary on Aptamlmdmsd alias Devagama of Samantabhadra, 
the latter work embodies in itself the acute analysis of other schools of 
thought from the standpoint of Anekanta philosophy, Vidyananda's 


1 TV, p. 444. 

2 Vide, TV. pp« 833-836. 
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work named Astasahasri stands by itself as the most original work though 
it is a commentary on Astafatl y he incorporates Astafati in such a way that 
k becomes a part and parcel of the unique work. He is supremely aware of 
the difficulty of commenting on Astafati^ a fact which is clearly expressed 
in the words Cf Kastasahasrl siddha Sdsfasahasrf\ He is proud of tills stupen¬ 
dous achievement of such a commentary, suggestive of the par excellence 
of this work over such other works of Buddhists. 

Asia salt comprises the discussion on Sadekdnta-a sadekdnta^ bhedai- 
kdnta-abhtdaikdnta , nityaikdnta-anityaikdnta etc. In the examination of these 
schools, first he starts with the position held by the schools, from the 
authoritative texts. He discusses the concept of omniscient being, self- 
subsistent in itself and establishes the theory on a firm footing, on the strength 
of the conformity of the teachings with logic and the scriptures. Lastly, 
he discusses the epistemological problems, like pramana, naya and durnaya 
such as “(P ramdndt)tadatat-pratipattehcnaydt)tat-prafipatieh {durnaya t) tadanya- 
mrdkrtefea”K he, Pramdna consists in the apprehension of the intended 
( Vivaksita) and unintended {avivaksita) ; naya refers to the intended objects 
and durnaya negates the unintended ones. It criticises all the absolutistic 
systems uptodate and has established the non-Absolutism of the jainism. 

(3) Laghiyastraya with Vivrti : 

The title of LT is self-expressive of the fact that it is a compendium 
of three small treatises. The colophon® of the vrtfi on LT goes to prove 
that the Pramdna Pravefa and Naya Pravefa together formed one book and 
was named as Pramdnanaya-Pravefa . Since the Pravacana Pravefa has a 
separate mahgldcarana and repeats mostly the topics of Nayapravefa , it can be 
proved that it is a separate treatise 3 . 

It seems that Akalaiika was inspired by Nydya-Pravefa of Dignaga 
to write a treatise on Jaina Logic namely Pramdnanaya-Pravefa , As regards 
the designation Laghiyastraya of these works nothing can be definitely said 
as to who did this ; however, we can venture to remark that cither Akalahka 
himself or very probably his commentator Anantavirya might have taken 
them as Laghiyastraya a fact which can be proved by the references to Naya 
Pravefa as a separate work by Anantavirya in SVT. 4 Thus there was the 

1 AffatatJ Sc Atfasahasrl* P. 291. 

* AGT,—LT. p. 17, 

a “/Vi pramartanaya-pravelah samdptah Krttrlyum safathwddi-cakrava rt iff a BhattM- 

kalartkndtvasya, * * 

< SVT- p. 737. 
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possibility of giving the name Lag/dyastraya . It is but natural that he 
should quote these for the first time as Lag/dyastraya * However, it is also 
possible that it is Anantavirya who coined the name Vagluyastmya for the 
trio of p ramanap rave sa t Naya-praveia and P ravacamp rave la. 

Thus Lag/dyastraya (LT) includes the above three treatises, the total 
number of slokas being 78* At the end of Nayapravela, we have “mohenaiva 
part?pi” which is not commented either by Prabhacandra in NKC or by 
Abhayacandra in Tdtparyavrlti nor docs it have any consistency with the 
text* Hence it can be regarded as a spurious addition* 

Akalahka himself wrote a commentary on LT not with a view to 
explain and interpret the content of the whole text but to clarify Ideas of the 
text* Really speaking the text and the commentary are to be taken as a whole* 

It is apparent that Akalahka followed in this regard the chapter on 
Svdrthdtmmdna of PV and its vrtti of Dharmaklrti, this is also the case 
with the Pramdnasangraha and its Vrtti of Akalahka, Prabhacandra refers 
to the prose section of LT, as Vivrti when he says “ Vivrtim Vivrnvanndha”. 

Prabhaeandra’s Nydyabimudacandm is an exhaustive commentary 
on LT and its Vivrti * 

Lag/dyastraya contains six chapters 1 embodying the exhaustive dis¬ 
cussion of philosophy in general and epistemology in particular Pramd$a y 
nay a and niksepa. 

(4) Nydya-vim Lay a and its Vrtti 2 : 

Nydya-vinikaya written in verses and prose, is designed after Pra- 
mdnavinUcaya of Dharmakirti, the original MS* of which is not 
available. Vadiraja has written a commentary on NV, but on the Hokas 
only* I have restored the NV by culling words from the commentary of 
Vadiraja, 3 but the reconstruction of Vrtti is impossible in absence of any 
commentary ; there can be no doubt about the existence of Vrtti of NV. 
Since it is quoted in SVT. 4 That commentary was called Vrtti, is proved 
by these words “ Yrttimadiyavartitvat” etc. It appears, this Vrtti, also 
known by the name “curnt”, is quoted by Vadiraja in NVV, 6 thus 
“tathd ca suktam cur mm devasya vacanam-Samdropavyavacchtddt ”, 

* Vide Hindi, Intro, p. 58 for the Analysis of the Chapters* 

% Published in Akalanka-grantha-tryoya (SJS* Vol. 12) and Njaya-Vinthtya- 
vivarana in two Volumes (DJPB). 

s Vide AGT. Intro* p* 6, 

4 tadaklant Nydyaviniknjn tf aa caitad bahireva Pratibhasati* SVT* p* 143. 

6 NVV. Vol L p* 301, m 
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NVV contains in all 480^ verses 1 which are of three types :—1 Yartika, 
antarattoka and SangrahaHoka ; it has three prastavas : Pratyakfa, Amtmdna 
and Pramcam , just as Nydydvatdra consists of three chapters : Pratyaksa, 
Amtmdna and Sruta ; similarly we find three chapters in Dharmakirti’s 
Pramdmvintlcaya also, viz,, Pratyaksa y Svdrthdnumdm and Pardrf/tdmtmdna * 
It seems Akalanka derived inspiration from these authors. 

The first chapter includes the topics: the nature of perception, the 
refutation of the view that knowledge is non-pcreeptible, the nature of 
substance, refutation of views held by other schools regarding the percep¬ 
tion, etc. 

The second chapter deals with the study of inference, the empirical 
elements in inference, the nature of Vdda, nigrahasthdna , Vadubkdsa etc. 
related with the topic of amtmdna . 

The third chapter deals with the nature of Pramcana (the scripture), 
the refutation of Buddhist theory of Apta y Vedic dogma of apauruseyatva ; 
the proof of omniscience, refutation of andtmavdda of Buddhists, the 
conception of moksa t the theory of Sapiabhangi and Syddvdda etc. 2 

(5) Pramdmsamgraha and its Vrtti : 

As the title suggests this work is a collection .of statements; really 
it is a work on epistemology or Pramdna ; it has a very compact style* From 
the maturity of judgments and acute analysis, it can be said that it is the last 
work of Akalanka; besides, he includes some of the kdrikds from NV* It is 
understood that Anantavirya wrote a commentary, named Pramana-Sangraha- 
bhdsja or Pramdna-Samgrahdlankdra , since he himself refers to it 3 . 

There are nine chapters and 87^ kdrikds. Akalanka wrote a supple¬ 
mentary Vrtti on this work. Vrtti and the karika together come to about 
the same size of Asialatt. 

There are nine chapters in this work dealing with the topics : Pra - 
tyaksdy Paroksa (mediate knowledge), Anumdna (inference), Hetu (reason), 
its classifications, Hetvdbhdsa (fallacies of reason), non-existent ( asiddhd ) 
contradictory and inconclusive, Vada r (legitimate discourse), Pravacana 
(the nature of scripture), proof of omniscience, refutation of apauru$eyatva y 
Saptabkangi (the seven fold predication), nay a and its classification, lastly 
conclusion on pramdna (valid-knowledge), nay a (partial standpoint) and 
niksepa 


1 Ibid, p. 34* 

1 Vide Hindi Intro, pp. 58, 60. 
* SVT pp. 8, 10, 130 etc. 
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(6) Siddhivinikaya : 

The detailed discussion on this will be given in a separate section 
No. 3, 

Besides the above mentioned works there are some others such 
as Sva rupa sambodhana , Nydya-culika^ Akalankapratisthd-pdfha , Akalanka 
pray a kilt a- samgraha and Akalanka- stotra etc. attributed to Akalanka by 
tradition. But at a closer scrutiny it will be revealed that these works 
are not of Akalanka 1 ; may be they were composed by various Aka- 
lankas 2 who flourished after the great Akalanka. 

(h) The contribution of Akalanka to Ja many dy a—Akalahkanydya : 

There can be no doubt drat Akalanka was an intellectual prodigy ; 
he stands as a tower of strength and self-confidence in the firmament of 
Jaina-Nyaya, He brought dignity to Jaina-Nyaya by his examplary ori¬ 
ginality of his logical acumen. It stands much to his credit that he 
has established the Jaina-nyaya on a firmer footing. In fact he was for¬ 
tunate to belong to the period of Indian Philosophical history which was 
surcharged by the sharp attacks and counter attacks by Dharmaklrd and 
his followers on the one hand and non-Buddhist-piulosophers on the other. 

The works of Akalanka echo the reflection and reaction of Ids times. 
The followers of Dharmaklrd had used derogatory terms such as al/ila t 
dkulapraldpa etc. to redicule, rather than refute, the Jaina Siddhanta, In 
order to combat these caustic critics, he realised the necessity of systematising 
the jaina thought bringing out the strength of its teachings, before attemp¬ 
ting to counter-attack, as a result of which we possess works systematising 
jaina philosophy in general and logic in particular. His contribution 

to Logic is summarised below: 

(1) the £ avisamvadd non-discrepancy in the definition of Pramdnas : 

In Epistemology, Samantabhadra 3 and Siddhasena 4 used the term 
f svapardvabhdsaka and ‘svapardbhdsP respeedvely while defining the nature 
of valid knowledge. According to them valid knowledge or Pramdna 
is self-revelatory, in other words self-revel at ion is the essential character 
of the organ of knowledge {Pramdna), Akalanka introduces the term 
l dvisamvddi' b or non-discrepant to represent the essence of Pramdna ; his 

1 vide NKC, vol. I. Intro, pp. 58. 

1 ibid, p, 25. 

3 Rfhat-fVayafijbhu stotra, v. 63. 

4 Njdjdvatdra, v. 1. 

6 A {fa fait and Affasnhasri, p- 175. 
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emphasis is not so much on £ svasamvedana\ since self-cognisance is a 
common charae teristic, not only of Pramdna , but of knowledge, valid or 
invalid, as a whole. Hence, he used the terms ‘svdrthaviniicayd 1 and 
i tattvdrthnirnaya' 2 indicating the result of Pramdna sometime. He uses 
the term ‘ anadhigaiarthadhigamd 3 but without any emphasis. 

Obviously, it is Akalahka who for the first time uses the term tf avi- 
samvadi'\ in definition of Pramdna in Jain a Logic. Similarly he is the 
first to reject the Sannikarsa and mrvikalpaka darsana as the means of 
valid knowledge when he gives the term Jndna in the definition of 
Pramdna. 

(2) The partial discrepancy ; He did not stop at this stage only, he 
further argues that no knowledge is valid or invalid from the absolute 
standpoint; validity or invalidity is conditioned by the degree of non¬ 
discrepancy. Though there may be partial discrepancy, on the strength 
of extensive non-discrepancy the knowledge can be valid. 

(3) Refutation of the definitions of Pramdna 4 accepted by others ; 
Akalahka refutes the Buddhist theory of non-discrepancy as the test of 
valid knowledge ; because it is inconsistent with indeterminate knowledge 
{nirvikalpaka jndna) which is accepted by the Buddhist as valid knowledge. 
Sannikarsa accepted by the Naiyayika as the source of knowledge is 
untenable because it is not knowledge by ItseE 

(4) The object 6 of Pramdna is a reality which is of the nature of subs- 
tance-cum-modifications and universai-cum-particular and knowledge 
itself. 

(5) Matijmna : Akalahka widens the scope of Mad. Mati is con¬ 
fined to the knower himself, it is rather subjective ; the four types— Apagraha 
(conation), Ihd (conception), Anaya (judgement) and Dhdrand (retention), 
have the characteristic of occurring successively, each antecedent member 
(of the order) is the cognitive organ and each succeeding member is the 
resultant. This completes the division of organ and resultant. 

(6) Ihd (speculation or conception) and Dhdrand: Ihd or activation 
and dhdrand or dispositions [Bhdvana) are accepted by the Naiyayika as other 
than knowledge. Akalahka establishes them to be of the nature of know¬ 
ledge because they are substantive cause and effect of knowledge. 6 

* $V. 1.3, 

2 Pramdna sangra ha, p. 1.5, 

* Aftatad, Atfasahasn t p. 175. 

4 SV, L 3, 

& NV. L 3. 


6 LTV. I. 6, 
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(7) Art ha (object) and Aloka (light), are not conditions of knowledge. 1 
Akalanka admits of sense organs and mind as the conditions of know¬ 
ledge and not object and light, since the latter two factors do not have 
relation of concommitance and difference (affirmation and negation) with 
knowledge. 

(8) The nature of perception : Acarya Siddhasena defined pratyak^a 
as the negation of mediate knowledge i.e. his approach is mainly via negativa* 
Akalanka defines that Pratyaksa is immediate-cum-lucid and farther he de¬ 
fined the conspicuity of this, which has been accepted by the subsequent 
writers. 

The contributions to Logic by Akalanka are too many to narrate 
in this short introduction ; suffice it to say that he had his original contri¬ 
bution to P ratyaksa — Sdmvyavahdrika (empirical), Paroksa— its definition and 
divisions : Smrth Pratyabijhdna , Parka, Anumana and Agama ; the inference 
and its syllogistic forms ; Hetu and its divisions ; Hetvdbhdsa— fallacies 
of reason, Vdda—mxutz and scope ; Jdti —fallacy of refutations ; Jayapard- 
jayavyavasihd —the ground of defeat; Saptabharigl—pramdna saplabhangi and 
nayasaptahhangt ; Sake lade sa and Vikalddefa . Nay a and naydbhdsa —fallacies 
of partial standpoint; discussion on assertion; niksepa —imposition or 
aspect; combating the critics of Amkdnta etc. 2 

Akalanka has rendered the signal contribution to Jain a philosophy 
of Amkdnta . 

(0 Personality of Akalanka : 

Thus, on the strength of epigraphical, textual and contemporary 
evidences it can be concluded without any misgivings that Akalanka was 
the epoch-maker of the 8th C A.D, Famous he was as an author, equally 
proficient in debates also with which he vanquished the Buddhists in the 
court of HimaSItala; Malhsena Prafasti’s glowing tributes to Akalanka, 
in verse beginning with “Rd/an Sdhasatunga ” etc- reflect his forceful writings 
and graceful orations. 

His works, both original and commentorial, stand as eloquent testi¬ 
mony to his penetrating mind and show a remarkable advancement in 
jaina Logic. He had chivalrous disposition to help the people misled 
by the Buddhists. In his writings he was very satirical and caustic about 
~~" i LT. vs. 53. 56. 

* For detailed discussions see, Itroductions to AGT and NVV vo! I and XT ; Jaina 

Darhna pp, 146, 152, 269,273. 286, 315-28, 344-361, 410-416, 475-514. 516-617 

etc ; Hindi Intro, pp 61-65 ; 95 ff ; 
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Buddhists, particularly about Dharmakirti, in retorting the euphiemistic 
criticism of Syddvada by Dharmakirti 1 , Akalanka replies in forceful words 2 . 
The examples of scathing attack of Buddhists arc innumerable in Aka- 
lanka’s works. Pramdnasamgraha embodies several such caustic remarks 
such as “jddyahetavah 7 \ u Vahilaksanam 7 \ il alaukikam*\ “ tamasam ” ; which 
were used by Dharmakirti himself. 

That he was a celibate, his heart was burning with grief on account 
of the tragic end of his brother and the exertion of his utmost skill in com¬ 
bating the spring-tide of carping criticism by the Buddhists show his all¬ 
round capacity to succeed in re-establishing Jainism on the rock-bottom 
of new interpretation of Agamic teachings, 

2. Anantavirya 

Acarya Anantavirya was a Logician of amazing capacity though 
sometimes he shows leniency toward dogmatism. Truly, he was a genius 
of his time. He had his utmost attempt to probe into the heart of Aka- 
Lanka’s works and reveal the truth. Inspite of the commentary on Siddhi- 
vimscaya by other Vrddha Anantavirya, it seems he was not satisfied with 
it as it is sufficiently clear from the opening verses of SVT, He frankly 
expresses the deficiency of the old commentary on Akaknka s works, as 
will be clearly seen in this verse— 

Devasydnantavlryo 7 pi padam vyaktam tu sarvatah, 
na janJte kaiankasya cUramttai param bhuvL 

Though out-wardly it seems that he is expressing his own incompetency, 
in other way, it goes to justify my conclusion that he is referring this to the 
old commentator whom he quotes 3 in several places. 

These phrases like 1 iiyanantaviryak 7 go to prove that it is Vrddha 
Anantavirya who is referred to, besides this, it proves also the existence 
of Anantavirya before him. The commentator Anantavirya’s expressions 
e.g, 'anyd and f apari suggest that vrddha Anantavirya's commentary stands 
in contradiction with the meaning of original llokas of SV and inconsis¬ 
tencies with SVT, He is not satisfied with old Anantavirya ; that is 

1 Sarvasyobhayarupatvc tudvik fanirakr teh t 

Codify dadki khadeti kimufpram ndbhidbavati. PV. Ill, 181. 

2 Sugafypi mrgo jdfyh mrgopi Sugataste/hd. 

Tatkdpt Sugato vandydh mrgdh khddyo y at he ate* 

Tathd vastubalddeva bhcddbhedaiyavasthiteh. 

Codify dadhi khadeti &muftramabhidhdvati, NV, W. 373-4, 

* Vide, Hindi Intro, p. 67. 
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to say, he was not so much influenced by vrddha Anantavirya. This 
is not all. In order to show his own distinctness he used such adjectives 
*R avibhadrapadopajlvV and ‘ Pavibhadrapdda-kamalacancarika * in the intro¬ 
ductory verses of the chapters. 

Though admitedly Anantavlrya’s SVT has a lucid style, it has 
not the fluency due to the very compact and complicated style of Akalanka. 

(a) Anantavirya as Dogmatic Logician: 

It is interesting to note that Anantavirya, though a first rate logician, 
is dogmatic sometimes. This is proved by his discussion on the authorship 
of the following vdrtika : 

anyathdnupapannatvam yatra tatra trayena kirn , 
ndnyathdnupapannatvam yatra tatra trayena Aim. 

The author of this vdrtika is Patrakesariswami, this fact is attested by Santa- 
raksita, the author of Tativasamgrahd 1 and its (TS) commentator KamalaSIla ; 
also by Vadideva, the author of Syddvddaratndkara 2 ♦ This verse occurs 
in TS (p, 405) and it is dearly stated therein that it belongs to Patrakesari¬ 
swami. It also occurs in Pramdmvdrtikasvavrtti-pkd (p. 9), but without 
the name of Patrakesariswami. Sravan Beige] inscription of Malli$ena 
Prafasti* suggests that Patrakesari had written a work— Trilaksanakadar - 
thana (TLK). Besides, Anantavlrya’s reference— tena tadvlsayatrilaksana- 
kadarthanam uttarabhdsyam yatah krtam (SVT, p. 371), proves that the verse 
cited above is taken from TLK of Patrakesari and this is also supported by 
tradition. Patrakesari and Patraswami are identical persons. This con¬ 
tention is supported by Atlanta virya’s reference (SVT): ‘ svdminah pdtra- 
kesarinati. Further’ Vadiraja, in his Nydyaviniicaya-vivaram t 2 refers to 
patrakesari swdmini. From our discussion it can be stated that the verse 
cited above is definitely from TLK of Patrakesariswami 6 ; it must be noted 
that he was referred to by all the three names, viz,, Patraswami, Patrakesari, 
Pa t rakes am warn i. 

In spite of these evidences, Anantavirya ascribes the authorship of 
this work TLK, to Simandharaswami® ; he criticises the views of those 
who attribute the authorship to Patrakesari in the following manner : 

1 TS. p. 60 

1 S.R, p. 521. 

* JSLS, Vol. I, No. 54. 

- NVV, Vol. II, p, 177. 

& Trilakjnakadarthant vd Sdstre vis/arena Pdtrahsari-twdmina pratipidandt^-yW/t 

NVV. Vol. II. p. 234. 

According to Jama tradition Slmandharaswami is a living Ttrihankara residing 

is Mahavidcha near Mt, Sumcru. 
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Anantavlrya : How do you know that Patrakesari is the author ? 

Opponent : Because he has composed a logical work Trilaksana- 
hidarthana in the form of uttarabhasja . 

Anant: if it be so, it must belong to £imandharas wami, since he 
is the composer of this Hoha, 

Opponent: How is it known ? 

Anant: How do you know that Patrakesari is the author of TLK ? 

Opponent: Simply by the tradition of Acaryas. 

Anant : Exactly so, it holds good in this case also ; besides it 
has its own old story. If there is no proof to attribute it to 
SImand haras wami, there is no proof regarding Patrakesari 
also as the author of it. 

Opponent: That it is composed for Patrakesari, is the proof that 
it is the work of Patrakesari. 

Anant: Then all the works and sermons that arc meant for the 
disciples should be attributed to the disciples themselves. 
Similarly, this verse cannot belong to Patrakesari, because 
he must have written it for someone of his disciples ; for, it 
should be regarded of him for whom it is composed. 

Opponent : Patrakesari has written a commentary on this topic; 
hence this verse must belong to him. 

Anant : If so, there will be no author of any sutras ; in that case 
the commentators would become the authors ; it must, there¬ 
fore, be of Sim and haras wami* 

From this dialogue, it appears that Anantavlrya does not accept the 
tradition of attributing the authorship of this £loka to Pat rake saris wami 
by explaining the word *smmtna/f in the phrase *amaldltdham padam svd- 
minah ’ (in SV of Akatarika), as referring to SImand haras wami. Acarya 
Vidyananda, white explaining this verse, attributes the authorship to 
vartikakara and not to SImand haras wami. Anantavlrya just manipulates 
in this way : The goddess Padmavati had handed over the vdrtika to Patra¬ 
kesari bringing it from S imandharas wami. 

The gist of the whole argument is that sometimes he exhibits the 
elements of dogmatism by attempting to atttibute the authorship of the 
verse to SImand haras wami and also defending the impact of tradition, 
in spite of the just opposite opinion of earlier commentator viz., prddha 
Anantavlrya. It is also proved that there must have been prevalent a legend 
of this type. Of the available literature till today, it is only Prabhacandra’s 
Katlidkosa that refers to the history of Patrakesari ; this also occurs in the 
KK of Brahma-Nemidatta of the later period. 
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(b) Anantavirya's Erudition 

Anantavirya refers to and states the views of his predecessors to 
substantiate the arguments of jam Philosophy ; in the Purvapaksa, he 
quotes the original sentences from the authors whom he criticises i,e, s 
he had a very comprehensive study of other systems of thought 1 . The 
references which are discussed below help us not only to determine the date of 
Anantavlrya but also to throw a new light on known and unknown authors, 

1 - Vedic Literature : 

That his field of studies includes the Vedas, Upanisads etc., is borne 
by the references such as : ‘purusa evedam {Rgveda)\ ‘agmhotram jukuydf 
(Kr$na Yajuweda> kdthaka samhitd), e svetamdlabhtd (Idittanya Samhitd) 
‘drdm am tasya paly anti' (Brhad dr any aka) etc, 

2. Mahdbhdrata: 

The authorship of Mahabharata which includes Gita in itself is generally 
attributed to Vyasa. Anantavirya subscribes to this contention (p. 518), 
since it must have been prevalent in his times. He quotes, ‘ajno janturanW - 
yam and ‘kdlah pacati bhutdm from 1 Yanaparva and Adiparva respectively, 

3. Works of Grammar : 

It seems that Anantavirya was thoroughly acquainted with the sutras 
of Panini and Patanjala-bhasya. He quotes from the former book— artha- 
vad-dhdtu and c prakrtipara eva pratyayah prayoktavyah pratyayapara eva ca prakrtid 
(Pdtanjala-Bhdsya, III. 1-2) ; and he gives the substance of this in these 
words : na kevald prakrtid prayoktavya . But he depends mostly on Jainendra- 
vyakarana of Pujyapada. 

4. Philosophical classics : 

Cdrvdka: Anantavirya quotes from Tattvopaplavasimha (TPS) and 
explicitly mentions Jayarasi as the author of TPS ; his reference to ‘para - 
paryanuyogapardni Brha spatefr sutrani* 2 , seems to be from TPS, but as the 
first leaf of the Ms, of TP§ is missing, it is not traceable in it. He refers 
to one Aviddhakarana in the puwapaksa of Carvakas 3 about whom we 
will discuss later on. 

Nydya-vailisika : Anantavirya quotes Aksapada’s Nydyasutras (NS) 
and Vatsyayana’s Nydyasutra-blmya (NSB) in the purvapaksa. He expands 

1 Sec App, 9 for alt quotations. 

* SVT, p. 277. 

1 Vide Sec. dealing with Aviddhakarnas. 
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the $utra y \purvavacchesavat 1 of Anumdna section, into three sutras ; similarly 
he refers to Nydyavdrtika of Uddyotakara. He quotes the sutras of VaHesika 
mentioning the authors as Kanacara and Kanabhaksa, Some of the 
quotations from the Vaiseftka commentary are found in SVT (p. 56) which 
show that there were commentaries other than the available ones. At 
certain places he refers to Praiastapdda-bhdsja and its Vyomavatl commentary. 

Sdmkhya- Yoga : At several places the sdmkhya-kdrikd of ISvarakrsria, 
the Yoga-sutras of Patanjali and Vyasa’s bhdsya are quoted. The reference 
to 'indriydnyarthamdloeayanti ahamkdrob hi may ate is not found in the available 
commentary of Sdmkhya-kdrikd ; perhaps, it was quoted from the ancient 
work on Sarhkhya. Similarly he refers to * gundndm param raped? which 
is quoted in Yoga-bhdsya (TV, 13) as i tathd ca idstrdmddsanam and in Bhdmati 
(p. 352) it is attributed to Varsaganya. 

Uimdmsa : Anantavirya quotes from the sutras of Jaimini, £abara- 
bhasya, vrtti of Upavarsa, and above all a great number of slokas from 
Hokavdrtika of Kumarila, some of which are not found today. Similarly 
he refers to (p. 260) Prabhakara and quotes a karika *na mdmsa bhak§md 
in the name of Prabhakara, but it is traceable in Manu (V, 56). 

Buddhism : It is no wonder that almost one-fourth of SVT is devoted 
to the criticism of Buddhists, since Akalahka was the champion critic of 
Buddhism. The purmpaksa of SVT contains several references to Tripitaka , 
Abhidharmakosa of Vasubandhu, Mdd/yamika-Kdrikd of Nagarjuna, Pramd- 
nasumuccaya of Dignaga and its vrtti y Pramdnamrtika , Pramdnamnilcaya t 
Nydyabindtt, Vadanyaya , Hetubindu and Sambandha-panksd of DharmakJrti etc. 
Out of many commentators of Dharmaklrti, the SVT copiously quotes 
Prajhakara, but some of the quotations are not traced in the recently 
published PVB of Prajhakara. Further he quotes a Hoka attributing it to 
Gadgalakirti 1 about whom nothing is known as yet. Areata is referred 
to and a verse attributed to him is not found in his Hetubindutikd y the only 
available work ; it may be from his other works. Besides these, other 
commentators such as Santabhadra, Kallaka (Karnaka) are referred to and 
quoted. 

Jahta Works: Anantavirya refers to his jaina predecessors such as 
Umasvami, Samantabhadra and others. A reference —yayoh sahopalambhd 
in the name of Samantabhadra is found mutilated but is not available in 
the works of Samantabhadra. Nothing can be said definitely as to which 
Samantabhadra he is referring, admitting for a moment that it is of great 


4 SVT, P . 45Q 
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Samantabhadra it remains to be seen as to from which work he quotes. 
He quotes, je sanhwdyd from Sanmati-tarka of Siddhasena, ‘ any athdnupa- 
pannatm\ from TrUaksanakadartlmia of Patrakesari and ‘ asesamdikksyatd 
from Pat rake sa rdstrotra. There is reference to Kat/idtrayabhanga, but it 
is not yet traced. The reference to Curni indicates the vrtti of NY, a fact 
which is supported by the reference da caitad-bah? referring to NV. The 
5 loka, jno jneye kat!mmajnah*\ from Yogabindu of Haribhadra; this very 
iloka is quoted by Vidyananda in his Astasa/iasrI. The * jivasidd/upraharand 
is none other than die chapter 'Jivasiddhi* of 5 V. There is reference to 
svatan-prdmdnyabnanga of Anantakirti and a verse from Yasastilaka of 
So made va . 

Thus, such of these quotations stand to the finest erudition of Ananta- 

virya. 

5. Additional points of comparative studies 
Brhat-Samhitd : 

Brhat-samhitd (501 A,D,) of Acarya Varahamihira, a well-known 
work on Astrology, says, while discussing the nature of mind, that: “atmd 

sahaiti manasd mana indriyena .etc,, it is commented by Bhattotpala (Saka 

888=966 A.D,) : 'ayamartha/j dtmd manasd saha Yuyyate manas-ca indriyena 
indriyamartima\ Tins is also referred to in JSydya-b/dsya (L 1-4) and in 
PVYT (p. 177), Jayantabhatta, too, refers to it in this way : dtmd manasd 
samyujyate mana indriyena mdrtyamarttmd in his Nyayamahjari (p. 70}; Horn 
the nature of the sentence, it seems that it is trom a JNyaya work which was 
versified by Varaha Mthira, in Hydya-b/idsya tins sentence runs in these 
words— da tar hi idanim idam bhavatP wrucli shows that originally tins sentence 
belonged to pie-Myaya-bhasya work of the Nyaya school. 

Two Aviddkakarpas : 

Aviddhakarna is one of the forgotten philosophers of India, about 
whom very little has been known. But due to the recent researches in 
Buddhology, we have the knowledge of two Aviddhakarnas, as will be 
discussed here in brief. 

One Aviddhakarna was a Naiyayika, who commented on Nydya 
bhdsya 1 as suggested by Vadanyaya (p, 78). The following is a summary 
of the philosophical views held by Aviddhakarna. 

1. Dravya is knowable even without the knowledge of rupa. 1 

2. The whole and the part arc different succeeding each other. 

1 Vide Hindi Intro, for a => exhaustive collection of references, p. 72-74 
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3. If the proposition is said to be meaningless, the application is 
also meaningless, 

4. The objects perceived by one or two senses arc the creations 
of an Intelligent Being, 

5* The soul is eternal and all-pervasive, 

6, Destruction is affected by the cause. 

7, Atoms are eternal. 

8, Number is an independent category of Quality . 

9- Aggregation, continuity and specific conditions etc., are not 
i nexp I i cable [am rvacanlyd). 

10. Conclusion is category itself. 

11. Upamdna (comparison) is different from Agama. 

12. Besides pratyaksa (perception) and anumdna (inference) there 
are other pramanas and prameyas (object) besides svalaksana 
(particular) and sdmdnya laksarm (universal). 

13. Cause and Effect are not simultaneous. 

14. According to Buddhists, there is no permanent soul, hence 
there is no possibility of knowledge of concomitance 
( avindbhdva )* 

All these views strongly support the contention that Aviddhakarna 
was a Naiyayika philosopher. It has been seen that Santarakgita, the author 
of Tattvasamgraha ; and his commentator Kamalaria flourished in 762 
A.D., who quotes Aviddhakarna \ therefore, he must be placed before 762 
A,D. The same is the case with Kamagomi who quotes him. 

The TPS (p, 57) refers to the eternal istic view of Atman held by Naiyd- 
yika y a fact which is expressly attributed to Aviddhakarna by Kamala£iia 
in his Tattva-samgrahapafijikd (p 82) Further, Aviddhakarna is referred 
to by Dharmakirti in his Vddanydya . This is clear by the commentary on 
it by Santaraksita. He refers to Aviddhakarna after Uddyotakata meaning 
thereby that the former flourished after Uddyotakata; that is, he might be 
an elder contemporary of Dharmakirti; th is contention is supported by TPS 
itself. Hence Aviddhakarna can be assigned to the period of 620-700 A.D. 

In Addition to this Aviddhakarna, the PWT refers to one more 
Aviddhakarna who was the exponent of Carvaka philosophy since his 
theories are : 
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1. Even if Anumdna be accepted as Pramdm from empirical stand¬ 
point still the definition of probans (liriga) is not possible 1 . 

2. Pramdm consists in cognising an object which is not yet cognised. 
So, there is no possibility of valid inference. 2 

3. Pramdna is non-subordinate whereas inference is subordinate 3 

Anantavlrya refers to this Aviddhakarna in SVT (p. 306) as : <f itarasya 
ace tana sya vd bhumyadeh mnrtasya (jndnam) amna Aviddhakarnasya samayo 
darlitdfp\ be, jndna is nothing but the modification of the matter as 
maintained by Aviddhakarna. 

This Aviddhakarna must have been prior to Karnagomi (8th A.D.), 
since the latter quotes him. While discussing the views of Aviddhakarna 
there occurs ‘PramdnasydgaumtvdP which is quoted by Jayantabhatta also 
(9th c> A.D.) attributing it to Carvaka Philosophy 4 . The said sentence 
is named, * Pan randa rauHra, in Syadvadaratnakara (p. 265), implying 

the existence of a work so named. It is possible that the author of 
Paurandharasutra was Aviddhakarna 

On the basis of these reasons adduced, Aviddhakarna can be assigned 
to the eigth century A .D* 

(c) The date oj Anantavlrya : 

We do not possess any sufficient material about the life of Anantavlrya, 
The colophons of the present work SVT speak of Anantavlrya as l *Kavi- 
bhadrapddopajtvP*; it means that Ravibhadra was the name of his preceptor. 
Nothing is known about Ravibhadra as regards his geneology. Hence 
we have mostly to depend upon the epigraph ical evidences and references 
to Anantavlrya in other works. From the following inscriptions wc get 
information about several Anantaviryas, 

(1) From Peggur Kannada inscription 6 it is found that Anantavlrya 
was the grand disciple of Virasena, Siddhantadeva and disciple of Gonasena 
Pandita Bhattaraka 0 . He was the resident of Sribelgol. The king Rakkasa 
of Beddoregare had donated Peraggadur and Naylkhai, This inscription 
is dated Saka 899 (977 A.D.). 

» PWT, p. 19 
» ibid, p. 25 
» ibid p. 25 

4 biyajamaHjari, p. 108 PKM, p. 180. 

* JSL. Voi. IX, P. 199. 
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(2) The name of Anantavirya occurs in the Marola inscription of 
Bijapur district of the Bombay (now Mysore) state. This belongs to the 
period of Chalukya Jayasimha II and Jagadeka Malla I (1024 A.D.). The 
names of Kamaladeva Bhattaraka, Vimuktavratlndra, Siddhantadeva, Anniya 
Bhattaraka* Prabhacandra and Anantavirya are in the serial order. Ananta¬ 
virya had the knowledge of all the idstras but was particularly well versed 
in Jaina philosophy* he had two disciples—Gunaklrti Siddhlnta Bhattaraka 
and Devakirti Pandita. He probably belongs to the Yapanlyasamgha or 
Surasthagana 1 . 

(3) In an inscription of Mugad, the name of Anantavirya is referred 
to. This belongs to the period of Somesvara I (1045 A.D.). S It refers to the 
donation to Govardhanadeva* the senior religious preceptor of Kumuda- 
gana of Yapanlyasamgha for the contribution of Samyaktva-Ratnakara 
Chaityalaya. Anantavirya is referred with Govardhanadeva; but nothing 
is said about their relationship. Kumarakirti was the colleague of 
Anantavirya and Damanandi was the disciple of Kumarakirti. 

This Damanandi seems to be the same as referred to in Jaina 
Sildkkha samgraha No. 55 as the disciple of Caturmukhadeva who was the 
Sadharma of Acarya Prabhacandra the contemporary of Dharadhlpa Bhoja- 
raja ; Prabhacandra had defeated Visnubhatta and Mahavadi. The 
historical period of Dharadhlpa Bhoja is generally accepted as 1014-1053 
A.D. Though both the inscriptions differ in the name of the preceptors 
of Damanandi still in v iew of the consistency of dates of both the inscrip¬ 
tions, the identification is possible. 

(4) The stone Inscription 3 * found in the quadrangle of the Pancabasti 
at Humach* refers to Anantavirya as the commentator ( Vrttikdrd) of Aka- 
larikasutras 4 , It is mentioned therein that he belongs to the Acaryas of 
Nandtsariigha. The inscription belongs to the period of 1077 A 

it mentions Kutnarasenadeva, Mounideva and Vimalacandra Bhattaraka ; 
it further refers to Vadkaja as SaUarkasanmukJm . 

(5) The stone inscription 5 of Pargvanathasvami Basti Camofrajanagara 
refers to Anantavirya as belonging to the Dravida Samgha. It bears the date, 
Saka 1039 (1117 A.D.). 

1 BKX VoL i p Pt. R No. 6h 

‘ JSI. P. 142, B1CI, h 1. 78. 

3 JSL. Vol. 11. P. 294. 

< Ibid P. 395. 

* Ibid, p, 387. 
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(6) The Nidtgi stone inscription 1 refers to Anantavirya as the Sun 
to the lotus garden of Kranutagana. 2 It bears the date, Saka 1039 (1117 
A.D.). 

(7) The Kadambahalli inscription 8 refers to Anantavirya as "Kaddhan- 
tdrnavapdraga, ddi-cdru-cdritra bfmdkara belonging to Surasthagana* 
His disciple was Balacandramuni. The inscription bears the date Saka 
1040 (1118 AD*). 

(8) The Kalluragudda inscription 3 , dated Saka 1043 (1127 A.D.) of 
SiddheSvaramandira refers to Anantavirya as SuddirnksaraharadaP belonging 
to the Acaryas of Kranuragana. It refers to Anantavirya and Municandra 
as colleagues of Prabhacandra who had his lay disciple named Bhujabala- 
ganga Barmadeva* The latter had four sons : Mirasiiiga, Nanriiyaganga 
Rakkasagahga and Bhujabalagahga. The date of donation by the Barma¬ 
deva is shown as Saka 976 (1054 A*D.). It shows that Rakkasagahgadeva, 
the lay disciple of Anantavirya donated during the same period of time 7 . 

(9) The stone inscrption of Somes varamandira at Purale refers to 

Anantavirya, the Siddhantakara Prabhacandra’s colleague Abhinavagana- 
dhara. 8 He is referred also in the list of Acaryas belonging to the krdmra- 
gam of Mulasangha, Its date is Saka 1056 (1132 A.D.), This inscription 
suggests that the donation was granted at the instance of the disciple of 
Prabhacandra Siddhantadeva in Saka 989 069 A.D.). 

(10) The Humach inscription 9 refers to Anantavirya Mahavadi as the 
junior colleague of Sripaladeva* 10 He belongs to Nandigana of Dravida 
samgha. It bears the date Saka 1069 (1147 A.D.)* 

The examination of the above mentioned ten inscriptions presents 
to us three Anantavlryas of different lineage. 

(i) Anantavirya mentioned In No. 4 belonging to the tradition 
of lineage Nandigana Arungalanvaya of Dravldasathgha He 

1 JSL VoL IL p. 392* 

3 Ibid, p* 395, 

3 Ibid p. 399* 

1 Ibid. p* 399* 

6 JSL. Vol. IL p- 408. 

* Ibid. p. 41 d 
T Ibid, p. 452* 

* Ibid, p* 46 4* 

■ JSL, Vol. TIL p* 66* 

10 Ibid. p. 72. 
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is said to be the commentator of Akalanka tuiras. 5th and 10th 
hold one and the same Anantavlrya mentioned in No, 4, He 
was the junior colleague of Sripaladcva, the great grand teacher 
of Vadiraja. Vadiraja belongs to the period of 1025 A.D, 
His teacher might have been just fifty years before that is, 975 
A.D. and to this period only Anantavlrya must have belonged 
No, 1 refers to one Anantavlrya as the grand disciple of Vira- 
sena-Siddhantadeva and disciple of Gonasena. The names 
of the latter two Acaryas are not found in the list of Kranura- 
gana. Hence it appears that this Anantavlrya belonged to 
Dravidasariigha and not to Kranuragana, This Anantavlrya 
is not different from the one mentioned in No, 4, 5 and 10. 

(li) Anantavlrya belonging to the Surasthagana, is referred to as 
ddiedritrabhudhara in No. 7. This Anantavlrya cannot be the 
commentator of Akalahkasutras because of different lineage, 

(hi) No. 6, S and 9 refer to one Anantavlrya of Kranuragana, No. 
2 and 3 also refer to Anantavlrya belonging to Yapaniyas- 
amgha. Therefore, it can be said that this Anantavlrya is 
identical with Anantavlrya of Kranuragana, 

As we have already stated that Anantavlrya, the author of SVT is men¬ 
tioned as ' Kambhadrapddopajwi\ i.e. the pupil of Ravibhadra ; further this 
Anantavlrya has referred to the other Anantavlrya, who commented on 
SV of Akalanka prior to him, thus we have two commentators of SV of the 
same name. 

But from the inscriptions, as stated just before, we have information 
about three different Anantavlryas. The problem of identification of these 
two commentators with the three referred to in above inscriptions remains 
to be solved. For the sake of differentiation we will refer to the first 
Anantavlrya as vrddha Anantavlrya and the second simply as Anantavlrya, 
Anantavlrya referred to in No. 4 as the Vrttikdm of Akalanka can be 
identified with Vrddha Anantavlrya and also with Anantavlrya the author 
of the SVT assuming that he had two preceptors, one being Ravibhadra. 
It cannot be ascertained definitely as to which Anantavlrya the Humach 
inscription refers to. It will be proved in the following pages that 
Anantavlrya, the author of the present commentary SVT must have 
belonged to a peroid later than 959 A.D. and earlier than 1025 A,D, As 
the identification is doubtful, we have to rely upon other evidences for 
fixing the date of Anantavlrya. 
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1. Textual Evidences : 

The name of Anantavirya Is referred to in several works which are 
discussed below : 

(1) Tattvdrthavartika refers to Anantavirya Yatt 1 * He must have 
been much earlier than Akalanka as is dear from * pratighdtasruteh\ 

From the following evidences it can be definitely proved that there 
was a commentary by another Anantavirya prior to the author of the present 
work. He refers to the previous commentator Anantavirya by name while 
commenting on v. 5 in the following words : nanvayamartho'nantarakarikd- 
vritdvuktah , na ca pmastasyaivdbhidhane sa eva samarthito ndma atiprasangdt , 
kintu anyasmdt he toft, sa edira rnktah * tasmdt uktartho 3 nania ra-sloko 7 yam itya- 
nantavJryaf?\ 

(a) It is clear from the above quotation that Anantavirya differed 
from the explanation given by the previous Anantavirya, 

(b) It can be definitely proved by other references suggestive of the 
difference of opinion as well as variant reading, that there was 
in existence another commentary written before the present 
volume and that must be the one of vrddha Anantavirya, 

(i c ) It is certain that the author of SVT has little regard for the 
previous Anantavirya, Therefore, it seems that our author 
gives his own identity by the word KavibhadrapddopajM , 

(2) In the benedictory verse he writes, 

“devasydnantavhyo'pi padam vyaktam tu sawatah\ 
na jdnWkaiankasya citmmetat param bhtw?\ 

It is not surprising to see that Anantavirya, with such infinite 
capacity, cannot understand Akalanka dearly, 

(3) Vadirajasuri, eulogising Anantavirya in Pdrivandtha-carita speaks 
of him as a mighty cloud to the fire of nihilism of the Buddhists. He has 
referred to Anantavirya as a flood of light illuminating the words of 
Akalanka, We know that Pdrsvamtha-carita was composed in Saka 947 
(1025 A.D.)». 

(4) Acarya Ptabhacandra refers to Anantavirya along with Akalanka 
with the same degree of reverence to Jmendra ; further, he respectfully 
expresses his debt to Anantavirya in studying Akalanka 3 . Prabhacandra 
had composed NKC during the regime of Dharadhiraja Jayasimhadeva 

1 TV. p. 154, 

! Parhanatha-Carita, Praiasti, v. 5. 

* NKC, p. 605. 

It 
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(V. 1112 ; 1055 A. D.). 1 The date of Prabhacandra can be Iked in between 
960 and 1020 A*D* S 

(5) Santyacacya, while discussing the problem of perception in Ja'ma- 
tarkavdrtika-vrlti (p, 77), refers to such phrase, f smrtyfihadikdmityeke . The 
views referred to Anantavirya are found in SVT 3 based on Akalanka-nyaya 4 * 
The date of Santyaearya has been fixed between V. S. 1050 and 1175 
(993-1118 A.D.) 5 * 

(6) Vadidevasuri in his Syadvadaratnakara (p* 350) while critically 

examining the doctrine of identity of dhdrand and samskdra held by the 
great Vidyananda, refers to Anantavlrya's view on the same topic : 'Ananata- 
vlryo'pi tathd nirmtasya kdldntare tat halva smaranahetuh samskdro dhdrand Hi 
tadivavadat Similarly Dcvasuri in his Kevahhhuktisamarthana i refers to 
Anantavirya as : *anatavirya-prabhrtipramtdh kuheiavah kevalibhuktisiddhyai ) 

anye plyt te pi nhdramydh\ He was in the Acatya status in V* S. 1174 (111? 
A.D.)®; the period of his activities can be said to be from V* S, 1174 (1117 
A.D.) to V* S. 1226 (1169 A.D.) ■ because, hs happened to die during 
the reign of Rajarri Kumarapala. The view about KB which Vadidevasuri 
refers to Anantavlrya is not found in the present text SVT* 

But so far as the theory of non-difference between dhdrand and samskdra, 
held by Akalarika 7 and justified by Vidyananda,* is concerned we find such 
discussion in SVT, for instance, while commenting upon the first verse 
of the second chapter, he interpretes ' sam skdratdm ydtyapi' as * dhdrandtmikd 
b/mvati ** Anantavlrya was also the expnent of the said doctrine 
referred to above. Lt seems, that the reference to Kmatibhukti to which 
Vadidevasuri had made, may be in Anantavirya’s Pramdnasamgrakabhd&ya 
or it may refer to other Anantavlrya* 

(7) After Prabhacandra*s work Prameyakamalamdrtanda , the com¬ 
mentary on ParikfdmttkhaMtra of Manikyanandi, there has been one Ananta^ 
virya, who wrote Pariksdmukha Panjikd\ named Prameyaratnamdfd ; this 

1 His record of gift has been, found belonging to the V. 5* 1112 ; see also R aia-Bh&ia 

by V i£vc£vacanal:ha Reu r Pp. 102-3* 

* Vide NKC, vol. II, Intro, p. 48, 

1 SVT, p* 223, 

* LTV. v. 61. 

5 JTW, Intro, k. 151. 

Jaitta Sahityam Itihisa^ p. 248. 

7 LTV, v. 5* 

* TSLV, p. 220. 

* $VT, p. 120. 



2. THE AUTHORS: ANANTAVlRYA 


83 


panjikd is written for Santisena at the request of HIrap, the beloved sou 
of Vaijeya. The author of the Panjikd refers to Prabhacandra's Prameya- 
kamalamdrtanda in these words. “Prabhendmacanoddracandrikiprasan sati ” 
therefore, we can say that he must be posterior to Prabhacandra (980-1015 
A.D*) and obviously must be a different person from Anantavlrya, quoted 
by Prabhacandra, as the commentator of Akalarika. Pt. Asadhara, in the 
Svopajnatlkd on Anagdradharmdmrta , quotes the benedictory verse of Prameya- 
ratnamdld. He completed the Anagdrad ha rmdmrta in V, Sam vat 1300 (1243 
A.D*} 1 . Hence, we can say that Anantavlrya, the author of Prameyarahm - 
mild belongs to the period of 1065-1243 A.D. His Prameyaratnamdld seems 
to have influenced Hemacandra’s Pramdnamtmdmsa heje and there 2 . Hema- 
candra belongs to the period of 10884173 A.D* 3 , that is to say, that Ananta^ 
vlrya, the author of Prameyaratnamala, most be a scholar of eleventh 
century A.D., hence he must be altogether a different person from his name¬ 
sake, the commentator of SV* 

(8} Kavicakravarti MalH$ena had completed his Mahdpuram in Saka 
Samvat 969 (1047 A. DA); he respectfully refers to Anantavlrya in the 
introductory part of his work 5 . 

(9) Abhayacandrasuri in the commentary known as Sjddvddabhitfana 
on Laghiyastraya refers to Anantavlrya with the adjective U Jinendrd J ; he 
had written tliis vrtti after going through the Nydyakurmidatandra of Prabha- 
candra, as is clear from his references such as “Akalanka prabhdvyaktam ” 
etc. His date according to Pt. Nathurama Premi’s calculation, lies at the 
beginning of the thirteen century®. He is later than Prabhacandra (11th 
A A.D.)* 

(10) Sayana Madhavacarya, the author of Sarvadariam Sa mgr aha y 
in his examination of Saptabkangi in the section dealing with Arhata-Darsana, 
refers to Anantavlrya in these words : 1 tatsarvamanantaviryah prafyaplpadat ”„ 
Further he writes “tadvidhdnavivakfdydm Syddastlti gatirhhavet y SydnndStUi 
prayogah sydttannisedhe vivaksite” ; etc. but these verses are not found in 
SVT ; nor do we find any discussion of the Saptabhahgi \ it can be said that 
Sayanamadhavacarya is quoting from some work of Anantavlrya which 
does not bear any relation whatsoever with the present work (SVT) ; so 

1 AD P p. 691. 

1 PM Notts, NKC, vol. II, Intro, p* 35* 

3 PM Intro* p. 43. 

4 JSI, p. 315. 

6 K* B. Pathak, Art. in ABORI, 301* 40, p, 373* 

6 LTS, Intro p* 5, 
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it can be surmised that either it belonged to the other Anantavirya Or to the 
other work of Anantavirya, the author of SVT* It will be shown in the 
following pages that there is one work, Pramdnatamgrahabhdsya^ written by 
Anantavirya which includes a chapter on Saptabhangi ; may be, the verses 
referred to above are from this work* The period of Sayanacatya is 
Sake 1312 (1390 A.D.) 1 . 

From the foregoing discussion emerge out the following Ananta- 
vlryas : 

(i) Anantaviryayati referred by Akalanka in his Tattvdrthavdrtika . 

(ii) Anantavirya quoted by Ravibhadrapadopajlvi i.e, Anantavirya, 
the commentator of SV of Akalanka* 

(iii) Anantavirya, the author of the present commentary on 
Siddhivinikaya • 

(iv) Lastly, Anantavirya, the author of Prameyaratnamdld who refers 
to PKM of Pabhacandra. Out of these four Ananta vlryas, 
the one referred to by Akalanka in his TV, the first of all his 
works, must be a prior Acarya to Akalanka himself, naturally 
he cannot be the Ahalahka-Sutravrttikdra referred in the 
above mentioned inscription. 

It has been seen already that Prameyaratnamdld was written by Ananta¬ 
virya at the request of HIrap 2 ; this author is definitely later than Prabha- 
candra, the author of Prameyakamalamdrtanda. The commentator Ananta¬ 
virya, the author of SVT who is gratefully remembered by Prabhacandra 
is a certainly diifcrent person from Anantavirya, the author of Prameya¬ 
ratnamdld , who himself seems to be much obliged to Prabhacandra* 
Now the problem remains in regard to vrddha Anantavirya and Ananta¬ 
virya, the author of SVT* As regards the vrddha Anantavirya we do 
not have any work at all; naturally nothing can be said about his works 
and age etc, in the absence of any positive evidence about him, all that 
can be said is that he is referred to in SVT by Anantavirya and that 
the way of examining his views show chat he must have been a senior com 
temporary of Anantavirya, 

About the Anantavirya referred to by Santyacarya, V&didevasuri 
and Sayanamadhavacarya in their respective .works, we are not in any better 
position to say as to which of the two commentators they are referring, 
vrddha Anantavirya or Anantavirya, It can be seen that out of these two 

1 Sumadartamsamgmha^ Intro, p. 33, 

2 I Yaijtyapriyapttirnsya llirapasyoparodhatnh $ antinirtha mdrabilwd Parlkfdmukha- 

Panjlkd. ( Pram tyaratna maid Prafasti) 
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commentators, Anantavirya refers to himself as R avibhadrapadopajm ; 
suggestive of his distinctness from vrddka Anantavirya. 

In order to determine the date of Anantavirya it is essential to rely 
upon the internal evidences of SVT. The following comparative study 
will help us determine the age of Anantavirya, the author of SVT. 

Vidyananda : 

A dixy a Anantavirya quotes : ‘dZ/o malimbandhmah\ in SVT (p. 189). 
This sentence occurs in T5LV (L 13. 99) of Vidyananda in this form ; 
4 samdropachhiduho*tra mdnam malimbandhanah\ In the present work SVT 
(p. 6) the author refers to some *s\myuthyd 1 according to whom 4 sraddMkutu/m- 
lotpadd is deemed as the purpose of ddivdkya ; the refutation of this is 
quoted in SVT taken from TSLV with the word * apart** Therefore we 
can say that the works of Vidyananda must have been before our Ananta¬ 
virya. Hence Anantavirya cannot be prior to 850 A.D. 

Acarya Vadidevasuri in his SR (p, 350), commenting upon Vidya- 
nanda’s contention of the non-difference between dhdrand and samskdra 
refers to Anantavirya as repeating the same view *tadevdmdat\ Hence it 
can be rightly said that Anantavirya is posterior to Vidyananda, or, in other 
words Anantavirya belongs to the tradition of Vidyananda’s school of 
thought. 

Anantakirti: 

Laghusarvajnasiddhl (LSS) and Brhatsarvajnasidd/n of Anantakirti are 
published in Laghlyasirayddi-samgraha ; a careful reading will convince 
that Anantakirti was a renowned scholar of his time. In his sarvajna- 
siddhi ; he has refuted the Brahmanic tradition of apauresayatva of the Vedas ; 
he established the validity of the Canons taught only by the omniscient 
person. In the pdrvapaksa of the section dealing with omniscience (BSS, 
Pp. 131-142) he refers to 64 verses in order beginning with 'yajjdttyaih pramd - 
naistu ; the same verses are quoted by Santisuri in his NWV in the same 
order ; out of these verses some belong to MSLV, PV, and TS Santisuri, 
inNVVV(p. 77) quotes *smpnavijndnam yat spastamutpadyate iiyanantafdrtyd - 
dayahp by which he refers to Anantakirti’s view that dream-knowledge is 
the same as mental perception. This is the view held by Anantakirti, the 
author of BSS, in these words : ' tathd svapmjnine ednaksajdpi va'dadyamupa- 
labhyatt The period of Santisuri lies, according to Pt. Dalsukha Malvania, 
some where in the middle of 993-1162 s . 


1 SVT, p. 6. 

1 BSS, p. 151. 


s NWV, Intro, p. 151. 
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The date of Prabhacandra, the author of PKM and NKC is fixed from 
980 A.D. to 1065 A.D. 1 . Prabhacandra has copied almost verbatim from 
BSS of Anantaklrti, in the chapter on Sarvajnasiddhi in his works 
NKC and PKM. The last pages of BSS (Pp. 181-208), with little variation, 
have almost the identical appearance with the chapter on muktivada of 
NKC (Pp. 838-847) ; even casual reading will show as if one is copied from 
the other. It appears to me that it Is NKC that is developed on the lines 
of BSS ; because, Santisuri, the contemporary of Prabhacandra refers to 
Anantaklrti* 

Abhayadevasuti, the commentator of Sanmati~tarka y was contem¬ 
porary of Dharadhipad Muhja; his date, according to Pt. Sukhalaiji, lies 
in the last quarter of the 10th c. and the first quarter of eleventh centuries 
of Vikrama* Abhayadevasuti, tn chapter on Sarvajnasiddhi in Sanmati- 
tarka gives the main arguments in the same terms as those of Sarvajnasiddhi 
and also quotes kdrika . 

naksatrdgrahapanjaramaharnisam lokakarmaviksjptam 
bhramati subhdsubhamakhilam prakdtayatpurvajanmakriam ’ 

which is found with some other verse in BSS (p. 176) ; one thing becomes 
clear that there is influence of one over the other. From the evidence 
of SantasurPs quotation it can be proved that Anantaklrti must be earlier 
than 990 A.D,, it is also probable that the contents of BSS might have been 
borrowed by the author of Sanmati-tarkatikd . 

Acarya Vadiraja in his Pdrivandiha-ca fit a refers to Anantaklrti in the 
following terms : 

atmana'wddviHyena jwasuddhim nibhadhntd, 
anantaklrtind muktirdtrimdrgeva laksyate, —v. 24. 

From this it can be inferred that he wrote a treatise named pvasiddhu 
Pt. Nathuram Prcmi conjectures that Anantaklrti must have written a com¬ 
mentary on Samantabhadras’ pvasiddhi which is quoted by jinasena. Vadi- 
rajasuri relies on the same main arguments which are found in BSS of 
Anantaklrti; he is the same Anantaklrti who is referred by Vadiraja in 
Par handtha-car it a. 

/ 

2. Hpigraphical evidences : 

The stone inscription of CandragirF hills refers to Anantaklrti as the 
grand disciple of Meghacandra Traividya of Pustakagaccha, Desigana and 


1 NKC, voL II, Intro. Pp, 48-58. 
1 JSI, p, 404. 
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Mulasamgha and disciple of Viranandi Traividya; he is described as well- 
versed in debates and learned in Syadvada philosophy* The inscription 
bears the date 1235 (1313 A.D.) 1 ; it also refers to the death of Subha- 
candra, the disciple of Ramacandra of the same tradition* The inscription 
No* 47 s bears the date of the death of Meghacandra Traividya as 
Margasirsa Suddha 14 Saka 1037 (1115 A*D*). 

Inscription No* 50 gives the date of the demise of Prabhacandra, 
the disciple of Meghacandra as c dsvina suddha dad ami 7 Saka 1068 (1146 A. D.); 
it also refers to two disciples of Meghacandra ; Frabhacandra and Vira- 
nandi- 3 It is shown that Mcghacandra’s disciple Frabhacandra caused 
Mahdpujd-Praththd in Saka 1041 (1118 A.D*) 4 * 

Thus the Acaryas of the tradition, referred to in the inscriptions 
will be of the order* 

M e g h aca nd ra T rai vi d ya 


Viranandi Frabhacandra 

Anantaklrti 

Plainly speaking Anantaklrti was the grand disciple of Meghacandra 
Traividya who died in 1115 A*D. ; hence Anantaklrti can be assigned to 
the 12th c. A-D. obviously, Anantaklrti is decidedly a different person 
from his namesake referred to in Pdrsvanat/bcarita (1025 A*D.) ; if the age 
of those Acaryas be supposed to be about one hundred and twenty five 
years, disciples and grand disciples might be contemporaries ; in that case, 
Anantavirya referred to in the inscriptions could be identical with his name¬ 
sake referred in Pdrsvandth-cania. But this push and pull theory is inade¬ 
quate in this case. 

The Santinatha Basadi at Bandhavanagara was built in c. 1207 A*D. 
when king Brahma of Kadamba dynasty was ruling* The temple was in 
charge of Anantaklrti Bhattaraka of Tintindihagachha of Krdnuragana h who 
is different from his namesake of Pustakagachha Dcsigana ; he is also 
different from Anantaklrti* the author of Jlvasiddhi. The Cikkamagadi 
inscription 5 of Basavannamandira belongs to the 23rd year of Hoysaja 
Vira Ballaja (about c. 1212 A.D.). This inscription refers to the voluntary 

1 JSL* p* 30* 

3 Ibid, p. 64. 

3 Ibid, p* 80* 

* JSI* p. 39* 

5 . A. Salctort, Medieval Jainis/n , p . 209. 

‘ JSL, vol. Ill, p. 232. 
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death of Jakkale ; it also mentions Anantaklrti as the preceptor of Jakkale, 
who may be identical with one mentioned as the head of Santinatha Basadi 
of Bandhavanagara, since both belong to the same period* 

Pt. Nathuram Premi believes that Anantaklrti might be prior to 
Vadiraja (1025 A.D.) and later than Jinasena ; for, Anantaklrti is mentioned 
after Jinasena (783 A.D.) by Vadiraja 1 , We found from the comparison 
of Prabhacandra and Santisuri with Anantaklrti that AnantaklrtPs later 
period of life is definitely the same period as that of Prabhacandra which, 
in turn, coincides with the time limit of Vadiraja. Therefore, it is 
appropriate to fix the upper limit for Anantaklrti at 980 A.D. and the 
lower limit can be fixed in the light of the comparison of statements by 
Vidyananda and Anantaklrti; they are : 

Vidyanand’s TSLV AmntakirtPs BSS 

1* suktmddyarthopadeh hi 1. suk$mantaritadurdrthdh kasyacit 

iat-sdksdikattrpurmhah pratyaksdh anupadtiaUngdmnvaya - 

Pa ropadesdlingdk sampeksd- vyati rekapfitvakavt samvddinasjamu - 

vitathatvatah —p* 11 stidntdldbhdldbhasukJmduhkhak 

grafapardgddyupadeiakarmdnyathd - 
nupapatteh —p, 130 

2, svasambandhi yadtdam sydd 2, Pramdnapancakdbhavalaksano'hhd '*■ 

vyabhtedripayonldheh vaH samud\rodakapari samkkydnena 

ambfmhkumbhddi-samkhydnaih amikdntikah —LSS, p. 113 

sadbhirajmyamdmkaih —-p. 13 

Similarly it may be mentioned that the trend of arguments of both the 
sections on Sarmjnasiddhi and Aptaparlk^a of Vidyananda is the same. 

just as Ratnakatasanti wrote Ksanabhanga-siddhi\ Avayamnirikarana etc. 
in 10th c. A.D. ; so also Anantaklrti wrote jivasiddM^'Lag/msarmjnastddht 

and BrhatsarvajnasiddM. 

Acatya Anantavirya refers to AnantakirtPs Svatah-prdmdnyabhanga 
in his SVT (p. 234); the present text SVT (p. 708) refers to f anupadeidlingd*- 
vyabki£dTina$tamustyddyupadc$dnyaihdnnpapatteh\ following the method of 
AnantaklrtPs BSS (p. 130) and LSS (p. 107)* So far as our knowledge 
of Jaina literature goes, it can be said that it is the author o $Svatah-prdmdnya- 
bhanga is the same as that of LSS and BSS of Anantaklrti, It is shown 
above that Anantaklrti belongs to the period between 840 A.D. and 
980 A.D. Similarly, there is no wrong in fixing the date of Ananta- 
vlrya, the disciple of Ravibhadra in between 950 A.D. and 990 A.D, 


■ JSI, P . 404. 
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Somadeva : 

Anantavirya quotes (SVT, p. 260) the following with the word *tadukr 
tarn in a chapter dealing with Karmabandha ; 

t so'ham mama karma tarma harate tad bandhandrtydsramih , 
te krodhddivafah pramddajmitdh krodhadayasidvratdt t 
mithydjMnakrtattaidsmi satatam samyakivavdn savratah y 
daksah ksJnakasdyayoga-tapasdm kartell mukto yatih —YST, p. 246 

the same idea is voiced in Gunabhadra’s Atmdnuidsam (v. 241) : 
asatydtma stimitadibandhanagatah tad-bandhandnyasravaih , 

U krodhddikrtdh pramddajmitdh krodhddayaste vratdt^ 
mithydtvopacitdt sa eva samalah kdladitabdhau kuacit , 
samyaktvavTatadaksaidkalusatayogaih kramdnmucyate , 

Thus* there is not only a vivid comparison of ideas but so much of iden¬ 
tical expression. The birth-date of the author of Atmanusasana is Saka 
740 (SI8 A.D.) and his period of activities extends upto 900 A.D, 1 Soma¬ 
deva had completed his work Yaiastilaka-Campu on Caitra Suddha 13, 
Saka 881 (959 A.D.) which is clear from his Pra^asti 1 Hence, it can be 
said* with good certainty, that it is Gunabhadra’s verse that is transferred 
and transformed into Yasastllaka. Somadeva says c iti ca subhasitama- 
svanite nidhdya , after the verse cited above, meaning thereby that he is 
quoting some author but with some alteration. The SVT quotes this 
modified verse. Besides this version, Somadeva seems to have quoted 
1 parindmameva kdranamdhuhj (v. 44) from Atmanusasana in his YST (p. 336) 
with slight alteration, i,e. he uses the word e kuialah ’ in place of \prdjndhj 
and so on. 

On the strength of the modified quotation taken by SVT, wc can fix 
the lower limit of Anantavirya to be 960 A.D. On the basis of this it 
can be definitely said that Anantavirya referred by Vadiraja in Pdrsvandtha- 
cartta is none other than the author of SVT; further, it was but proper 
for him to refer to him because, according to Humach inscription he was 
the colleague of Sripal, the grand teacher of Vadiraja. Vadiraja had com¬ 
pleted the Parsvandtha-carita in Saka 947 (1025 A.D.) ; then his grand 
teacher, if he be at least fifty years senior, should belong to 975 A.D. 

In the light of these evidences the age of Anantavirya can be fixed 
as extending from 950-990 A.D. This date is substantially supported by 
epigraphical evidences too. 

1 jsr, P . 141. 

12 
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Briefly, the discussion can be summarised as below : 

1. The age of Akalarika has been fixed as 720-780 AX). ; so 
his commentator Anantavirya must be later than this period. 

2. Anantavirya quotes Vidyananda who flourished in 840 A.D. 

3. Anantavirya quotes svatah-Prdmdnya-bhanga (840-950 A.D.) 
written after Vidyananda, i.e. after 840 A.D. 

4. Somadeva's YST (959 A.D.) is quoted by Anantavirya. 

5. Hu mac h inscription refers to Anantavirya as the colleague 
of the grand teacher of Vadiraja who flourished in 1025 A.D.; 
hence it can be said that the grand teacher Sripala and his 
colleague Anantavirya lived in 975 A.D. he,, fifty years 
before Vadiraja. On the strength of these proofs Anantavirya 
can be assigned to 950-990 A.D, 

3. Critique of Conflicting Views : 

Dr. A. N, Upadhye, subjecting the view of Dr. K, B. Pathak 1 to 
critical examination, writes : “In his recent paper on Dbarmakirti and 
Bhamaha, Dr. fC. B. Pathak refers to Anantavirya as a commentator of 
PartksdmukJia of Manikyanandi and also as the author of a commentary 
on the Nydyaviniicaya of Akalankadeva, Finally he concludes that this 
Anantavirya belonged to the close of the tenth century A.C. from the facts 
that he is referred to by Vadiraja who wrote in Saka 947 (1025 A.C), by 
Mailisena in his Mahapurana written in Saka 969 (1047 A.C.) and also by 
Nagara Inscription of Saka 999 (1077 A.C.). With ^due deference to the 
learned scholar one has to say that there has been a gross misrepresentation 
and puzzle of facts in his remarks and his conclusion about the date is an 
illustration of loose logic”. 2 With these remarks about Dr, K. B. Pathak, 
Dr, Upadhye concludes that: “So far as my knowledge of jaina literature 
goes, I do not know of any commentary on that (NV) work by Ananta¬ 
virya” 2 . Further, that Anantavirya, the commentator of SV is different 
from his namesake, the author of Prameyaratna-mdld. Dr. Upadhye guesses 
the date of Anantavirya as “though the exact date of Anantavirya is still 
a desideratum this much is certain that he flourished some time after Aka- 
lank a (circa last quarter of the seventh century at the latest” 3 .) 

Dr. Upadhye *s suspicion about the possibility and availability of a 
commentary on NV of Anantavirya is not without its worth. It is proved 
beyond any shadow of doubt that Anantavirya, the disciple of Ravibhadra, 

1 ABORI, vol. XII, p. 373. 

1 ABORI, vol. Xni, Pt. ii, p. 161, s Ibid, p. 165 
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is altogether a different person from Anantavirya, the author of Prameya- 
ratnamdld . But the date of Kamblmdtapddopajm Anantavlrya suggs e ted 
by him seems to be unacceptable in the light of the available evidences 
today ; this has been sufficiently clarified in the preceding pages. The 
fact that Akalarika was a renowned teacher of 720-780 A.D. i.c., the last 
quarter of 8th century A.D. cannot enable us to suppose that his com¬ 
mentator belonged to the last quarter of the seventh century, I have proved 
that Anantavirya, the disciple of Ravibhadra, belonged to the period of 
950-990 A.D. 1 this conclusion is in harmony with the conclusion of Dr, 
Pathak; hence it seems impossible to hold that he belonged to the last quarter 
of the 8th century A.D. About Vrddha Anantavitya, only this much, 
can be said that he probably belonged to the earlier part of ninth or tenth 
century A-D. But it cannot be said about Anantavlrya, the author of 
SVT, that he belonged to a period prior to the last quarter of tenth century 
A.D. It is also proved that Anantavirya, the author of Prameyaraina-mdld 
was a scholar of the eleventh century A.D* 

Dr. Upadhye* seems to rely upon the identification of Prabhacandra 
mentioned in Adipurdna (858 A.D.) with his namesake, the author of NKC. 
It may be said, with due deference to his examplary service, that Dr, Upa- 
dhye commits the mistake of identifying one with the other of the same 
name. 

It should be noted here that Pt. Kailashcandraji has proved, with strong 
evidences, that Dharanivasi Prabhacandra the author of NKC, is different 
from Prabhacandra, the author of Candrodaya, who is referred to by Jinasena 
in his Adipurdna. The date of Prabhacandra, the author of NKC, is proved 
to be 980-1065 A.D. 1 So on the strength of Prabhacandra mentioned in 
Adipurdna we cannot fix the date of Anantavirya ; but, to solve this problem 
we will have to take into considration the date of the other Prabhacandra. 

Dr. S. C Vidyabhusan maintained that Anantavirya had written a 
vrtti on NV and that Santisena and Santisuri were identical; on this identi¬ 
fication he fixed the date of Anantavirya, the author of Prameyaratnamala 
to be 11th c . A.D. 

Dr. Vidyabhusan’s contentions are rightly refuted by Dr. Upadhye, 
except the time limit of Anantavirya fixed by him, which is found to be 
correct as discussed above. 


1 NKC, vol. II, Intro, pp. 48-58. 



INTRODUCTION 


92 

(d) Works of Anantavlrya 

Besides SVT, Anantavlrya seems to have written one more valuable 
work viz,, Pramdnasamgrahabhdsya or Pramdnasathgrahalankdra. Wherever 
he does not intend to dwell more than necessary in SVT, he hints at the 
work Pramdnasamgraka bhdsya for detailed study, a fact which is supported by 
such words 'carniatif 'vydkhydtah \ ‘ukiam etc. It is dear that Pramdna- 
samgrahabhdsya was written before SVT. Pramdnasamgraha 1 is too difficult 
to follow. The quotations, attributed to Anantavlrya and referred to 
by the authors of sydduadaratnakara and SarvadarSana samgraha which are 
not found in SVT may be from Pramdna samgrahabhdsya of Anantavlrya. 





* 

3. A CRITICAL STUDY OF SV, SW AND SVT 

(a) The author oj SV and SW : Akalanka : 

Anantavirya, the commentator of SV eulogises Akalarika with the 
adjective "Jinendra 1 in the opening verses of the present work SVT, and 
pledges to comment on SV; besides, therfollowing verses of SVT bespeak 
of Akakrikas’ praise in glowing terms. Vidyananda quotes SV (IX. 2} : 
iabdah pudgalaparydyah attributing it to Akalarika, in TSLV (p. 424) 
Vadiraja in his NVV mentioned SV as the work of Deva, he. Akalarika: 
etadeva smyam depairuktam siddhivinikaye , 
pratydsattydyayaikyam sydi v 

Vadirajasuri, the author of Syddvddaratndkara (p. 641), explicitly refers to 
Akalarika as the author of SV : ' 'yaddh Akalankah Siddhivinikaye — varna- 
samudyah padamiti\ 

Evidendy, Akalarika is the author of SV and SW, since the references 
are self-expressive of the existence of SV and SW of Akalarika. 

(b) Historical background of the title of the mrk: 

It is a tradition of long standing to have the titles of the works ending 
with Viniicaya*; e,g. TikyapannatH (TP) (5th c. A.D.) frequendy refers 
to a work ‘Lokavinitcaya’** May be a , Akalarika, following this practice, 
named his works on Nyaya as Nydyavimkaya and Siddhmnikaya ; it has 
been already referred to the fact that there was a work named Siddhmnikaya 
by Arya Sivasvami of Ydpaniyasamghaj who flourished before Akalarika. 
But the chief source of inspiration for entitling his work with the suffix 
'vinikaya is Pramdnavinikaya of Dharmaking in spite of Akalarika's different 
tradition from Buddhists. The works of the epoch-making philosopher, 
Dharmakirti and his disciples and followers, have directly or indite- 
cdy provoked Akalarika to build his own system of logic, known as 
Akalankanydya , against die severe attacks of Buddhists. 

(c) General outlines oj the SV and SW : 

The SV contains twelve chapters, mostly dealing with epistemological 
concepts such as— Pramdna y Naya and Nikjepa etc., the gist of which are 
given in the following pages. 

1 NVV. Voi. I p. 168. 

1 TP, IV, 1866 , 1975, 1982, 2028 ; V. 68, 129, 167 ; VD. 203; Vin. 270, 386; IX. 
9 e t c. 

* TP, vol. II, Intro, p. 12. 

4 Infra p. 59. 
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1, Pratydk$a$iddhi : The topics brought under discussion arc die 
nature of Pramdna , the result of Pramdna , the proof of external objects, 
the validity and conspicuity of conceptual cognition (savikalpa), rejection 
of the validity of indeterminate perception, refutation of the indeterminate 
nature of self-cognisance, the establishment of valid knowledge on the 
strength of wide, not whole, application of non-discrepancy, the possibility 
of mail and huti knowledge etc,, Without the application of words ; and so 
on. 

2, Savikalpasiddht : The description of avagraha (perception) etc., 
examination of mental perception, determinate (savikalpd) knowledge is not 
the resultant of indeterminate ( mmkalpaka ) one ; each cognitive member 
of avagraha etc. (in order) is the cognitive organ and each succeeding member 
as the resultant; impossibility of knowing other person if the Buddhist 
view is accepted etc, 

3, Pramanantaraslddhi : Establishment of recollection and recognition 
as separate pramdna , inclusion of comparison in recognition, justification 
of tarka as pramdna , the impossibility of the action in the philosophy of 
flux, justification of utpada (creation) vyaya (destruction) and sthiti (sub- 
sistence), destruction as the creation of other modification, the establish¬ 
ment of eternity and identity-curn-diflerence of substance and modifications. 

4, Jtvasiddhl: Mithyajnana, the result of the operation of knowledge- 
obscuring (jndndvaramya) Karmas, causal efficiency, continuum etc. untenable 
in mo men tad ness, with respect to bondage jlva and ajlva are one though 
differing essentially in their nature, the causes of influx of Karmas, disbelief 
in prajndsat and prajdaptisat , criticism of Tattvopaplava philosophy, refutation 
of bhutacaitanyavada (materialism), Nyaya-conception of soul, criticism 
of sdmkhya theory of tattvas , the bondage of Karmas with the formless ceiana , 
the identity-cum-difference of jndna etc. and diman. 

5, Jalpasiddhi ; The nature of Disputation or wrangling {jalpa) t the 
four-limbs of it, the connotation of sabdaa t Jabda is not necessarily the 
indication of intention, criticism of the occasion of censure ( nigrahastkdnd ) 
due to the statement of other than an essential condition of proof etc., 
definition of jay a (victory) and pardjaya (defeat). 

6, Htiulaksana-siddkt: The otherwise impossibility is the charac¬ 
teristic of reason invariable, concomitance is not conditioned by identity 
Qaddtmya) and Causation (fadutpaifi) only, justification of division of hetu 
(reason); justification of purvacara (prior), uttaracara (posterior) and sahacara 
(simultaneous), the possibility of sativa hetu etc, only in the Anekdnta Philo¬ 
sophy, 
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7. Sasttasiddhi: The value of sruta in spiritual path, the signification 
of labda, the consciousness of Jiva while asleep, error of JIvas due to the 
rise of Karmas, refutation of theism, criticism of Nyaya conception of 
moksa , the possibility of par excellence of knowledge in man, non-discre¬ 
pancy of Syddvdda, repudiation of apaurnseyatva oj Veda etc. 

8. Sarvajnasiddhi : Knowledge of imperceptible things also is 
possible, vaktrtm etc. are not contradictory with omniscience, proof of 
omniscience on the basis of non-contradictory reasons, the impossibility 
of omniscience in the Samkhya theory—omniscience is the result of the 
total destruction of knowledge-obscuring {jndndvaramya) Karmas etc. 

9. Sabdasiddhi: the material nature of word, its nature of aggregation 

as shadow and light, the relation of the word and the meaning, word con¬ 
notes particular object, significance of words even to establish the illusory 
nature of all things, if the particular is not signified by the word, it will 
become imperceptible, if the word denotes only the intention, there will 
be no discrimination between right and wrong, the discussion on the 
expression *eva\ refutation of sphota .etc. 

10. Arihanayasiddhi : nay a is the standpoint of the knower, it is also 

pramdna , two fundamental nayas^ Nirapeksa Naya (absolute) is mithyd (false), 
Naigama-rmya (non-analytical), Samkhya theory—a Naigama-bhdsa (fallacy 
of Nalgama\ samgraha naya (collective) and its fallacy, Vyavahdm-naya 
(practical or empirical), %ju-sntra-naya (immediate).etc. 

11. Sabdatmyasiddhi : The discussion of the nature of iabda y refuta¬ 
tion of sphota (doctrine of phonetic explosion), rejection of the eternalistic 
view of the word— sabdanaya y description of samabhirtidhanaya and evarh- 
bhutanaya etc. 

12. Niksepasiddhi : The nature of niksepa (aspect or imposition). 
Its four divisions are ; Ndma (name), Sthdpand (picture). Dr my a and Bhdva . 
The first three are related to Dravydstika and bhdva with Parydydsiika, 

The topics discussed In SV and SVV and other allied topics are ela¬ 
borately discussed by Anantavirya in SVT- 

(d) The style of SV and SVV: 

It has been discussed more than once that Akalahka became an un¬ 
flagging logician after a period of his career as an expositor of tradition ; 
his logical dissertations stand by themselves for their rigid, compact and 
complicated style. Anantavirya as has been found already, expresses 
his inability to follow Akalahka. He also refers to it (SV) as 'sukii- 
sadratndkara * 1 . ■ Vadiraja and Prabhacandra also express their inability 


1 SVT. p. L 
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to understand the works of Akalanka, a fact which is not mere expression 
of courtesy but a statement of truth and honesty. 

The central interest of SV consists in criticising Dharmakfrti and 
his commentators, as is clear from the fact that almost one-third of the 
text is devoted for the purpose, at the same time other schools of thought 
such as Carvaka, Nyaya-Vaisesika, Mimamsa and Sariikhya-yoga etc- are 
brought under critical examination, 

Akalankas’ pointed references to other systems display not only the 
caustic remarks, but also embody the proverbial, idiomatic, illustrative 
and axiomatic statements full of wit and humour, intellect and insight; 
such as-— andtmajnatd, antargadu , andhayastikalpa , am aid lid ha ^ allilamevdkulam , 
ma stake irngam t rdjapathikrta , iildplava , musikdlarkavHavikdra , * His works 
are the signal proofs of his acute and profound study of other systems; 
particularly of Buddhism* He expresses a lot in a few chosen words and 
phrases, which are above the, level of the understanding of common 
readers. The main target of his searching criticism are Pramanavartika 
and other works ; casually he refers to other schools of Buddhism ; but 
the outstanding example of his pungent criticism is in the context of 
refutation of Kumarila, who criticises the theory of omniscience* 

(e) The style of SVT: 

Anantavirya explains and expands the original words of SV and 
SW of Akalanka with a view to estimate and evaluate the criticism of 
other systems by Akalanka* Prabhacandra'-s expression 
t ratiokyoda rava rfwastmn sayajndnap rahhdvodayah^ 
du$prdpo\pyakalandavasaranih p rap to ’ trapunyodaydt, 
svabhyastaka vivecitaka satatam so 1 nantaviryoktiiah , 
bhuydnme nayanitidattamanasa J tad-bodhasiddhipradah —NKC p. 605 
prove the value of Anantavirya s commentary on Akalarika’s works. Vadi- 
raja too expresses his gratefulness to Anantavirya whom he compares to 
a beacon-light so far as the studies in Akalanka are concerned 1 * 

Anantavirya composes poetic prose bordering on Campu to explain 
the meaning of some sentences ; of course, the formidable difficulty of rigid 
style of Akalanka is not easily overcome ; even then Anantavirya deserves 
the highest compliment for his illuminating commentary; besides he 
was a great terminologisL 

There are several popular proverbs used in the SVT 2 * 

1 Vyanjayatjiilamanantaviryavagiipiivartiraniiam padepadc —NVV, Intro, p, 1. 

* Vide Hindi Intro. Pp, 93-4 for details. 
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(f) Analysis of the Subject Matter: 

We propose now to discuss in detail the problems raised in SV, SVV 
and SVT bringing out the line of development of ideas in Indian logic in 
general and those in Jain logic in particular. The problems dealt with in all 
the chapters of SV etc. will be briefly discussed under four heads : 1. 

Pramana-mimdmsa , 2, Prameya-mimdmsd\ 3. Naya-mlmdmsa and 4. Niksepa- 
mimdmsd . 

1. Pramdnamimdmsd includes Pratyaksa-sidd/n savikalpasiddhi , sarva- 
jnasiddhiy Pramdndntarasiddhi and Heitdaksanasiddhi* 

2. Prameyamlmdmid includes Jivasiddhi and sabdasiddld, 

3. NayamJmdmsd includes A rthan ay a siddhi, and iabdanaya-siddhi. 

4. Niksepa mimdmsd discusses the summary of Niksepa siddhi, 

1. Pranianarnimamsa 
(i) The Soul and the Knowledge: 

Before dwelling on the discussion of pramdna it seems necessary to 
bring out the relationship between dtman and Juana, At the outset, it can 
be said that all the systems of Indian Philosophy, with the exception of 
Carvaka, accept the dtman or citta as a separate entity. The soul is the 
substratum of transcendental knowledge. 

According to Vedant, Brahman which is of the nature of pure cons^ 
ciousness (cit) > is the absolute reality or Supreme Truth, The quality of 
knowing does not constitute the nature of Brahman, for Brahman is above 
these limitations. This is the function of consciousness associated with 
antahkarana 1 . Brahman is of the purest form bereft of duality of the 
knower and the known. 

Purusa , in Sarhkhya system, is of the nature of consciousness (cetana) 2 . 
Intelligence is not innate to purusa but an evolute of Prakrit. So as long as 
the puru$a is in contact with Prakrit, the former is conscious of the functions 
of intelligence. As a result of the separation of Purufa from Prakrit 3 
cognitive processes cease to function and the Purusa remains as pure 
consciousness 3 . 

Nyaya-Vai&esika systems regard jndrn as an independent category, 
though the soul is the substratum. The peculiar feature of Naiyayika 
system is that jhdna or knowledge is an attribute of the self, and that too, 
not an essential, but only an adventitious one. When the dtman attains 

1 Ved5nraparfl>hasa* p. t?. 

a Yoga-bha^a, I. 9. 

1 Yoga-sQtra, I. 3, 

13 


98 


INTRODUCTION 


moksa the qualities ate purged 1 out from it. It is not subject to the 
functions of knowledge and its accessories. Only at the mundane level 
it has a relationship with mind ; hence it has the function of knowing. 

Buddhists propound the beginningless stream of consciousness ( dttd ) 
which takes the form of dlayamjMna and pravritmjndna. There is no per¬ 
manent substance serving as the matrix of this process; when the conscious¬ 
ness is void of influx of avidyd and irsnd y it becomes pure. This is the 
philosophical contention which is subsequent to the doctrines of Gautama 
Buddha. Buddha himself maintained that nothing can be predicated 
(avyakrta) about at fa at the time of nirvana . Consequently, the concept 
of Nirvana was explained by the example of a extinguishing lamp, with 
the result that most of the critics of Buddhist philosophy subscribe 
to the view that ciHa becomes non-entity at the time of Nirvana. But the 
authors like Dharmakirti and others are clear in their mind that there is 
a continuous stream of citta, pure and simple, which is quite different from 
matter. 

Jainism endorses the view of three modes of the substance, utpdda 
(origination), vyaya (destruction) and dhrauvya (subsistence) ; every object 
whether it is material or not, is amenable to these three conditions ; it 
undergoes changes maintaining at the same time the permanent nature; 
the intrinsic nature itself does not change to the extent of self-destruction 
nor docs it remain ever stationary or kutastkanitya as In Upanisads. The 
dtman that undergoes such changes is of the nature of consciousness (upa- 
yoga) ; this consciousness, when it comprehends the external reality Is 
jndna and is darsana when it intuits the self, Jndna is one of the modi¬ 
fications of the soul by virtue of which the object is known. It is 
quality (guna) also, since it modifies into various ways. In fact know¬ 
ledge is innate and inherent in the soul; verily, dtman is knowledge and 
knowledge is dtman; dtman is of the nature of anantacatustaya and jndna is one 
of them. From the standpoint of pure consciousness knowledge (jddna) 
is a modification, but is guna also since it has its own modifications. 

(ii) Only Jffdna is Pramana : 

By the statement— 1 pramiyate yma tatpramdnam y it should be understood 
that Pramana is the essential means of right knowledge (prama). There 
is a controversy on the point of the means of prama. Nyaya system holds 
both sannikarsa (intercourse) and jnana as means of prama ; 2 for Vai§esika, 


1 Nyayamanjarj, p. 77. 
a Nyaya-bhasya, I, 1. 3. 
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the sannikarsa , svarupalocana and jndna are means of pramd 1 ; the activities of 
sense-organs are the instruments of right knowledge in samkhya 3 J 
Prabhakara regards knowledge ( anubhuti ) as pmmdm a ; Buddhists maintain 
that non-discrepant knowledge is pramana 4 ; further, they contend that the 
* sameness of form’ ( sdrupja ) and ‘capability* (yogyata) are also accepted 
as means of pramd h > 

Thus it is seen that the means of cognition are jnana, sense-organs 
and the conjunction of senses and objects (sannikarsd)- Out of these, Jainas 
endorse the view that knowledge is the only means of pramd , since right 
knowledge (pramd ) is of the nature of consciousness ; that is to say, no 
non-consc ious instruments ate admissible as means of pramd; of course, 
sense-organs, their functions, and sannikarsa bring about knowledge which 
serves as a valid means of right knowledge (pramd ), Sense-organs etc., 
cannot be pramana since the former are mediate means, while jndna is an 
immediate means of pramd . Just as darkness is removed by light, because 
of contradictory nature, so in order to remove a jnana, jnana is necessary ; 
hence sannikarsa etc. which are not of the nature of jnana, cannot be the 
means of prama ; though, sometimes, knowledge is produced out of sanni¬ 
karsa etc., it is not produced invariably; hence they cannot be pramana; 
and knowledge is the guide for purposive actions, it cannot be other than 
knowledge. 

This topic has been discussed in the present volume in details®. 

(itt) Jndna as Sdj-cognisance : 

According to Mimamsa, Jnana is non-perceptive (paroksa) because 
buddhi itself is known by inference consequent upon the knowledge of 
objects apprehended by buddhi- 1 But as the buddhi of ourselves is as imper- 
ceptive as the buddhi of others, so it is impossible to know the objects by 
our buddhi in as much as we do not know them by the help of the buddhi 
of others. Naiyayika holds that jnana is perceived not by itself but by the 
other knowledge. They argue that anything cannot act upon itself, just as 
a sharp edge cannot cut itself. But this view remains self-condemned by 
the example of a lamp which illumines itself and illuminates the objects 

1 Praiastnpadabhdpya t p* 553. 

1 Yogavdrfiht, p. 30 ; Sdmkhya-PraVdtana-bhd$jd y I. 87* 

8 S.abarebhd$ya t L 1. 5. 

4 PV, IL 1. 

8 TS, v. 1344. 

6 Pratipatturaptk$am yat pramdnam nn tu purvakam— SV, I, 3. 
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simultaneously* The Naiyayika view suffers from the fallacy of infinite 
regresses. 

Samkhya holds that buddhi is the cvolute of Prakrit; the contact of 
prakrti and Purus a results in the functioning of intelligence* 

But rightly understood, jddna > buddhi etc* are one and the same and 
arc of the nature of consciousness ; even though they have slight variations* 
they cannot transgress the limit of consciousness- If purusa is inactive, 
he cannot be the enjoyer ; cetana and its qualities are self-illuminative just 
as a lamp* 

All schools of Buddhism, irrespective of their differences, are un¬ 
animous in holding knowledge as seif-cognised* According to Jain 
tradition, cognition of knowledge itself is always valid, but can be valid 
or invalid with regard to the objects* 

f tvJ The Development of Pramdna-laksam : 

All the Jaina Acaryas have accepted the self-cognition as one of the 
characteristics of valid knowledge, Samantabhadra and Siddhasena 
Divakara define pramdna as fhe knowledge which is of the self-revelatory 
character ; Siddhasena develops the theory further by adding one more 
characteristic bddhavarjita i,e* admitting of no contradiction* Akalanka 
maintains the non-discrepancy ( avisamvdda ) as a test of pramdna and adds 
one more characteristic 4 anadhigatarthagrahi* be*, knowledge of object which 
is not yet cognised* Manikyanandi summarises the definition of pramdna 
in these words svdpurvdrthavyavasdydtmakam * PMS, 1*1* previously not 
ascertained; it ascertains itself, 

Vidyananda holds that pramand consists in ascertainment of itself 
as the object* He finds no necessity to jdd the characteristic * anadhigatdr- 
thagrdhV. Akalanka found it necessary to characterise the source of valid 
knowledge {pramdna} as avisamvdda. 

Wc have already discussed sdmvyayahdnka-pmtyaksa in the preceding 
pages, now let us turn to the discussion of mukhya pratyakja or tranccn- 
dental perception. 

(v) Kevala-jndna : 

Kevala-jnana is the result of the total destruction of the knowledge* 
obscuring Karinas ; it is the consummation of all knowledge, as a result 
of which the soul perceives all the substances with all their modifications ; 
it is supra-sensorial and of the purest form with which the soul shines in 
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its pristine glory. Ordinary knowledge is apprehensive whereas kevala- 
jnana or omniscience is all comprehensive. 

(vi) The Historical background of the theory of Omni science : 

It is a heritage of the Indian philosophy to advocate the close relation 
of omniscience with emancipation. The problem that arose before the 
spiritual aspirants, is the nature of moksa and the path constituting it; 
moksa-marga presupposes the life of religious fervour ; hence the problem : 
f is realisation possible" arose? 

There is a school of philosophers like Sahara, Kumarila etc, who 
hold that omniscience is impossible on the ground that religion is supra- 
sensorial ; only the Vedas have the final word over such problems, as has 
been said, Todandlaksano'rthah dharmaf . Naturally the upholders of Vedic 
authority formulated the theory of man’s capability of achieving the super- 
sensorial knowledge. Besides, man is under the influence of raga y dvtsa and 
ajndna etc., hence they developed the theory that Vedas were apauruseya , 

The acceptance of this dogma naturally led the exponents of Mimdmsd 
to decry omniscience, Kumarila declares that the. denial of omniscience 
means the denial of perceptual knowledge of religion ; the latter is possible 
only with the help of the Vedas and not by means of sense or super-sensuous 
perception etc,, the Mimamsakas have no objection if any one becomes 
omniscient by knowing the D harm a with the help of the Vedas and all 
other things by means of other pramdnas 1 . 

The Buddhists, on the other hand accept that man is capable of 
perceiving Dhatma ; they support this contention by the example of Buddha 
who perceived D harm a as such in the form of Caturdrya satya ; according 
to them Buddha realised the great truth of life ; that there is sorrow, cause 
of sorrow, the removal of sorrow and the way of removing sorrow. The 
fact of revelation of the truth of life implies that he himself should be taken 
as a pram dm . 

Dharmaklrti does not deny the possibility of omniscience but em¬ 
phasises the acquisition of knowledge of the essentials ; he does not bother 
about the person whether he knows the things or not, which are not con¬ 
nected with his religious pursuit. Whereas Kumarila rejects the perce¬ 
ption of Dharma, Dharmaklrd establishes it, 

Prajnakaragupta, the commentator of Dharmakirti, justifies'the argu¬ 
ments of Dharmakim, in establishing the dharmajna ; he further proved the 
1 TS, v. 3128, 
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sarvajnatva or omniscience, which can be attained by any spiritual aspirant; 
subject to the subduing of passions 1 * Acirya Santaraksita also proves 
that omniscient can know each and everything if he wants to know it, 
because he is void of obscuration of knowledge 2 . 

Yoga and VaiSesIka systems hold that omniscience is a rddhi or super¬ 
natural power which is not necessarily realisable by all unless special efforts 
are made. 

Regarding jainism, it is maintained that omniscient person perceives 
all substances with all their modifications related to—past, present and 
future 3 . It was believed before the period of Logical Reflection that, one 
who knows one thing knows all things, a fact which is not emphasised by 
the subsequent authors, Acarya Kundakunda speaks of omniscience 
as the Kevali who knows and perceives ail things ; tills is the view of 
vyavahara naya or empirical stand point; and Kevali knows only his 
own self from the transcendental point of view. Obviously, the higher 
wisdom is evolved from within and not without 4 . 

In Pravacawsdraf he speaks of Kevali as ; He, who does not know 
simultaneously the objects of the three tenses, and the three worlds, can 
not know even a single substance with its infinite modifications. A single 
substance has infinite modes ; If any one does not know all substances, 
how will he be able to know one? 

To know g/m/a is to know the intrinsic nature of it and knowledge 
of ghata also, since it is the very nature of knowledge to reveal other objects 
and reveal itself. The atman has infinite capacity to know all the objects ; 
when one knows such capacity of the self, he has to know all the objects. 

Samantabhadra establishes the perception of subtle, obscure and 
distant objects on the basis of inference. 

Acarya Virasena suggests one more argument for omniscience. 
According to him, Kevalajndna is innate to the atman ; due to destruction- 
cum-subsidence of Karmas it functions as matijndna ; the self-cognised mati 
implies the fractional Kevalajndna % just as the observation of a part of mount 
leads us to the perception of the mountain itself. 

1 PVB, p. 329. 

* TS, v. 3328. 

* $a\fkhtt nda gam a ; Payadi ; Sutra 78 ; Acaranga Sutra 402. 

4 egam jSnai se savvam jarm" Acaranga Sutra 123. 

s Nijamai3ra> gathd f 158. 

e Vravamnasdra, I. 47-49. 
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Jain Acaryas did not emphasise like Dharmaklrti on dharmajna but 
endeavoured to establish an omniscient person who must be dharmajna 
as well, AkaLarika, following his predecessors, says that the soul has the 
inherent capacity to comprehend the substance ; if it does not, it is due to 
the obscuration of that capacity by the veil of Karmic bondage ; the des¬ 
truction of Karmas will result in the perception of all things 1 * Further, 
he establishes the soundness of this doctrine in Siddhiviniscaya : 

If supra-sensorial knowledge is inadmissible, how can we have the non- 
discrepant astrological divinations ? Hence it must be accepted that there 
is a faculty of knowledge which is super-sensuous and this type of knowledge 
is nothing but Kevalajhana or omniscience 1 . 

The very progressive gradation of knowledge necessarily implies 
the highest magnitude of knowledge attainable by man 1 . If a person 
has no capacity to know all, by means of Veda also he will not be able to 
know all ; 2 hence the vindication of the concept of sarvajna. Impossibility 
of omniscience cannot be established without the knowledge of persons 
of all times. That is to say, one who rejects sarvajna for all times must 
be a sarvajna 3 . In this way, after giving the positive arguments, he relies 
on the negative argument that it is certain, there is no contradictory pramdna 4 
to reject the established omniscience ; he substantiates this argument by 
examining the various so-called contradictory pramdnas 5 . 

Mahavira, the last tlrthankara of the Jainas, was reputed as an omni¬ 
scient person ; it is said that he was conscious of ail the objects and at all 
times. It is perhaps, for this reason that Buddha himself declared as the 
knower of four Noble Truths and refused to believe that he was a sarvajna. 

This is attested by the contemporary Pali Pitakas which often redicule 
the idea ; and later Buddhist scholars like Acarya Dharmaklrti refer and 
ridicule the omniscience of Rsabha and Mahavira as a fallacy of drstanta®. 
Briefly, Mahavira was a sarvajna and Buddha a dharmajna ; as the conse¬ 
quence of this, the Buddhist philosophers are less interested in discussing 
the concept of sarvajna, whereas the jaina works are exhaltant and 
exhuberant on this problem, 

1 sv, vin. 8* 

a ibid, VTIL 3. 

* ibid, VIII, 10, 14. 

* SV, VIII. 12-18; vide also AGT, intro. 11. 55-56 ; NVW, II, intro, p, 26-27. 

a *a$U sarvajnah sunisdtasambhavad-badhaka-pramanatvsit sukhsidivat.—SW, 

VUL 6. 

1 Nylyabtndu, IIL 131. 
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Accepting the fact that knowledge is an essential characteristic of 
dtman s there is hardly any doubt to hold that the omniscience will be the 
result of total destruction of the veil of Karmas ; whatever may be the em¬ 
pirical tests of omniscience, the intrinsic purity and capability of perfection 
of the soul are unquentionable. 

(pit) Paroksa Pramdmi 

Indirect valid knowledge is of two kinds : (1) mat! and (2) Sruti 1 , 

It is believed that smrti t samjnd {pratyabhijndna ), child (tarka)> abhinibodha 
{anumdm) and huta {dgamd) are to be held as paroksa, 2 the only difficulty 
was with mati > because of its sensuous nature ; this difficulty was solved 
by calling it as an empirical perception ( sdmvyavahdrika pratyaksa). 

Akalahka regards anumdm as manomati in LTv, 67, and as huta in 
TV, I* 20 ; an u man a is for one self which has the verbal designation {anak- 
sarahuta) and the inference for others which is designated by words {aksara- 
huta )* 

Akalahka puts smrti (memory), pratyabhijndna (recognition), clntd 
(discursive thought) and abhinibodha (perceptual cognition) under mental 
perception (manomati) 1 when they are not associated with words ; and all 
these when associated with words, are brought under huta 3 . 

The problem arises regarding the exact line of demarcation between 
pratyaksa and paroksa , Akalahka himself makes it sufficiently, clear* The 
problem is solved by the definition of paroksa—paroksa is non-distinct 
knowledge; distinct knowledge is independent of other knowledge; 
sensuous and mental perceptions are distinct, because they do not 
depend upon other knowledge, while smrti etc, are dependent on other 
knowledge and hence indistinct or paroksa** 

Carvaka philosophy believes only in pratyaksa derived from the sense- 
organs ; hence paroksa has no place in this materialistic system; naturally, 
non-discrepancy is not beyond the verification of sense-organ* 

While rejecting this view, Akalanka states that establishment of 
validity or invalidity is not possible without accepting the validity of am- 
maria. * 

' TSu, MO, 

s LT, v. 67, 

a LT, v. 10; SVV, 1. 27. 

* LT, v, 4* 
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1, Smrti, memory involves the knowledge of the past; it presupposes 
a chain of experiences which result in precipitation of samskdras ; these very 
samskdras give rise to recollection of the past. It is valid knowledge 
because of its non-discrepancy 1 . 

According to Vedic school, smrti is valid only in conformity with 
the dictates of sruti ; in other words, iruti is self-evident knowledge itself, 
while smrti is dependent upon it; it has no validity of its own. 

Though Jayanta Bhatta believes in invalidity of Smrti , he explains 
differently. According to him, smrti is invalid, because it is not produced 
by the object 2 . Smrti is valid because it is just opposite to vismarana 5 samiaya 
and viparyaya , It cannot be invalid even if it is dependent on previous 
experience; for, the validity is not necessarily conditioned by the depen¬ 
dence or independence of experience; otherwise even the inference will 
not be valid ; therefore, smrti is pramdna , since there is non-discrepancy 
involved in it, 

2, PratyabMjndna or Recognition is the synthetic result of perception 
and recollection ; 3 it is of nature of "that necessarily is it*— tadevedam (judg¬ 
ment of identity), c it is like that 9 — tatsadrhm (judgment of similarity) 
That is dissimilar to that 1 — tad-vilaksanam (judgment of dissimilarity). This 
is different from that'— tatpratiyogi (judgment of difference), and so on, 
"That necessarily is it" or tadevedam and others are discussed in detail else¬ 
where, 4 All these types of recognition when they do not admit of discre¬ 
pancy or contradiction, are pramdnas by themselves. 

Now an attempt will be made to meet the objections of other schools 
of Indian philosophy who deny it as pramdna . 

The Buddhists observe that it is not a unique knowledge, but 
two cognitions are taken to be one viz,, recollection indicated by the 
word That' and perception indicated by This’ 6 . 

This objection of Buddhists is on a slippery ground. They raise 
this objection in conformity and consistency with their position of the 
philosophy of flux or momentariness ; naturally any cognition involving 
c sa evdyamiti ' is illusory. 

1 SV, III. 2. 

1 Nyayammjarl (Vijayanagaram), p, 23. 

3 SW. III. 4-5 ; LTV v, 10 dc 21, PMS, III. 5, 

4 See the author's Jafria- Dariana t pp. 322ff 

* PVB, p. 51 ; PVVT, p. 78, 
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Rightly understood the object which is envisaged by recogniton 
cannot be comprehended by recollection and perception combined together* 
The sphere of recognition presupposes the substance in its relation to its 
antecedent and subsequent model conditions* Certainly, this identity 
cannot be the object of recollection ( smrti ). 

The Naiyayikas maintain that recognition is nothing but a species 
of perception 1 . This is not correct: perception has its own limitations, 
since it refers to the actually present data only* Hence perception cannot be 
said to include the past data. Further, they argue that perception is assisted 
by memory which helps to recognise the object seen before* This view 
also is not beyond contradiction, since sense-organ although aided by 
memory cannot proceed beyond its sphere * Hence the correct positoin is 
to hold that the cognition of identity directly evolves out of the self, supported 
by unseen potency, 

3. Tarka or inductive reasoning is an independent valid knowledge; 
because to know the concomitance there is no other valid means than tarka. 
If concomitance is not known there is no possibility of inference 2 . 

4. Hetu : In SV Akalahka gives special attention to ketu y because he 
already has discussed the definition of anumdna and its component parts 
elsewhere in detail 3 . 

Keeping in view the three characteristics paksadharmatva etc. of 
hetu accepted by the Buddhists 4 Akalahka establishes that only the anyatha- 
nupapatti or the vipaksavydvrtti is the essential characteristic of hetu. He has 
explained that anyathdnupapatti or vlpaksavydvrtii is nothing else than avi- 
ndbhdva or vydpti 5 . There are certain cases where hetu is devoid of its 
characteristics of paksadharmatva just as the rising of R ohini m future is 
inferred on seeing the rise of Krttikd Further Akalahka argues that 
their most favourite hetu, sattva establishing the momentariness is such that 
it has no sapaksa sattva \ and still they believe that sattva is a valid hetu * So 
it is quite clear that sapaksasattva cannot be an essentia! characteristic of 
hetu 1 . According to the Buddhists avlndbhava is conditioned by the relation 

1 Nyayamafijari p. 224, 461. 

2 SV. HI. 8, 9* 

3 Vide NV, Ch. II ; see also AGT, Intro, p. 58ff. 

* NjSjapravcia, p. 1, 

* SVV, VT. 2. 

* SV, VI. 16. 

’ SV, VI. 16. 
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one of them may be there, but there arc certain cases where wc do not find 
cither of them conditioning avindbhdva just as we can give an example of 
the above mentioned inference about the relation of Rohini and Krttikd 1 . 

When Akaiahka did not accept the condition of tdddimya and tadut- 
patti as conditions of avindbhdva ; it is but appropriate for him to reject the 
classification of hetu based on them ; and instead of only three types of hetu 
(svdbhdva, kdrya and wmpalab£hi\ Akaiahka accepted Katana^ pnrvacata t 
uttamcam and sa/mcara also 2 . 

Special attention is given to establish Kdranahetu r, because this was not 
accepted by the Buddhists ; Akaiahka has given many instances where the 
effect can be inferred with the help of cause {kdrana) 3 ; while discussing 
k dranahetii he expressly mentions that we should see that only such cause 
may be taken as hetu which is sure to produce the effect. And such 
thing is possible when all other causes are present and there is no 
non-existence of obstruction {pratibandhakdbhdva ), 

DharmakirU maintained that only through driydnupalbdhi one is able 
to infer the non-existence of a certain thing but the adrsydmpalabdhi produces 
the doubt about the non-existence of a certain thing 4 . With regard to this 
Akaiahka maintains that the meaning of drsya should not be taken as 
‘perceived* only but it should be taken as ‘cognised* by any of the valid 
knowledge, be it pratyaksa or other than pratyaksa. So according to 
Akaiahka the object which is non-sensuous can be negativated as the non- 
existence of consciousness is infer ted in a dead body by certain signs 6 ; 
otherwise even this cannot be decided whether a person is a ghost or 
not 6 , 

Akaiahka has exhaustively classified hetu in his other works 7 * 

5, Hetvdbhdsa : According to the Buddhists and Naiyayikas the 
classification of hetvdbhdsa was dependent upon the characteristics of hetu. 
Buddhists maintained the three characteristics, hence there are three 
hetvdbhasds 5 viz., astddha , virnddha and anaikdntika , whereas the Naiyayikas 
accepted the five characteristics, accordingly there were five types of hetvd¬ 
bhdsa s, viz., three mentioned above plus prakaranasama and asatpratipaksa 

1 SW, VI, 2, 3. 

1 SW, VI. 9, 16, 

* SV, VI. 9; LT, v, 13. 

4 jN y&yabindut II. 28-30, 46, 48, 49* 

6 SV, VI. 35 ; Aftaiati and AtfsahasrT> p. 52. 

« SV, VI. 36 and LT, v. 15; vide Hindi Intro, p, 118 for details. 

7 Pram ana sarngraha, IV, p. 104IF; vide AGT, Intro, p. 16, 
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But as Akalahka rejected more than one characteristic so it was not possible 
for him to classify exactly the types of htvdbhdsas ; This explains the 
various classifications available In Akaiatika*$ works - He explicitly says 
that there is only one type of hetvdbhdsa and that is asiddha 1 which is the 
resultant of the absence of anyathanupapatti and as there arc various causes 
of the absence of anyathanupapatti\ the asiddha-heivdbhdsa can be variously 
classified. 

In NV (II. 195) we find : 

anyathasambhavdbhdvabheddt sa bahudhd smrtak s 
vi ruddhasiddhasandigdhai rakincitka rav't staraih. 

and in Pramdnasamgralm (vv, 48-9) we find many mote than mentioned 
tn these words : ajnatah sard say a uddhavyati rekdnanvayddi tah ; the idea is 
expressed in SV (VI. 32), In this regard there is no unanimity in the followers 
of Akalahka* Vidyananda and others classified hetvdbhasas in three types 2 
just as the Buddhists, while Manikyanandi and others classified them into 
four, 3 adding one more type, viz., akincitkara . It should be no ted h ere 
that ^hough Maniyanandl accepts the separate class of akincitkara still he 
maintains that akincitkara is the result of the error in paksa. So one should 
be cautious in debates not to use such hetifi, 

6. Vdda (debate): Generally Caraka, the Naiyayikas, and the 
Buddhists describe the nature of debate ; according to the Naiyayikas, 
debate is of three types— vdda ^ jalpa and vitandd ; vdda, generally* is between 
the teacher and the taught or between colleagues ; while jalpa and vitanda 
take place where one of the parties is desirous of eonquerring the other; so 
in such debates unfair means ( chala , jdti) are allowed. The aim of such 
debate is accepted as defending ones 1 own doctrines but of the former, 
difference between jalpa and vitandd theory by friendly discussions. The 
he. vdda is to arrive at a certain is that in jalpa each of the participants has 
his own theory to defend while in vitandd one of them is not to establish 
his own theory but only refutes that of the opposite. 

In Caraka 17 mdnastkdna the word smdkdya-sambhdsd is used for the 
vdda while the term vigrkya-sambhdsa for jalpa and vitandd . Though 
Naiyayikas accept that, employment of chala (duet) and jdti (self-confuting 
reply) is not proper, since they are unfair means* Still there are certain 

1 NV, ir. 365; SV t VI* 32; TSLV, p. 259* 

* Pram anap a nk /i, 

* ParikfSmtikha, VI* 21. 

* P*nk } amukha, VI. 39 vide Hindi Intro, p. 121. 

* t^yayasfttra^ IV, 2-50 
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occasions when het opposition is so strong that one is not able to defend 
his theory by fair means with the result that his simple-minded followers 
may reject the theory and accept the opposite and may thus be misled. 
Only to avoid such occasions one is to resort to unfair means. 1 

Tn ancient Buddhist logical works the position of Naiyayikas with 
regard to debates seem to have been accepted 2 . But seeing that such 
unfair means are not consistent with the fundamental moral tenets of Budd- 
dhism, Dharmaklrti denounced the employment of unfair means in debates 5 . 

Akalahka has also accepted this position and upholds the theory of 
employing fair means for right aims 4 . Most of the jaina authors after 
Akalahka follow him with the exception of Yasovijaya, who like old Bud¬ 
dhists, accepted the use of unfair means in exceptional cases 5 . When 
there was no place for unfair means in debates, the difference between 
vdda and jalpa was reduced to nothing and as regards vitanda , Akalahka 
has clearly stated that it is the fallacy of vdda ; e so for Akalahka, there remains 
one type of debate, viz. vdda? which is also termed as jalpa 8 . 

V- Jaya-pardjaja : When unfair means were allowed by thcNaiyayikas 
and old Buddhists, such unfair means also were thought proper for the 
victory of one and defeat of the other, hence elaborate exposition and 
training weree mployed which can be seen in their respective works 0 . 


Dharmaklrti 10 was the first person to criticise such unfair means and 
established that the vadi should not employ such words which are not 
tantamount to establish {asddhamngavacand) the proposition and if he does 
not expose the drawbacks of the opponent { adosodblmvana\ he is defeated. 
The prativddi is defeated if he is blaming the opponent wrongly and is not 
able to find the faults of the opponent. Though we see that Dharmaklrti 
reduced the great number of nigrahasthdnas into two viz. Asadhanangavacana 
and adosodbhivana , but he was himself entangled in various explanations of 


1 Nydyamanjarl^ p. 11. 

2 Vide Updyahrdaya and Tarkaidstra, 

3 Va dattyay a, p. 71. 

* SVV. V. 2. 

6 Vddsi-dvatnmfalikd, VIII. 6. 

* NV, IL 384. 

7 P ramana Sdmgr a ha , v. 51. 

» SV. V. 2. 

8 NS. Ch. V. 

10 Vadany&ya. v. 1. 
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those words and further, the definition of sadhana and dosa was Such that the 
problem was not solved efficiently. The insurmountable difficulties were 
awaiting the final solution and this was briliantly solved by Akalahka. 

Akalahka 1 clearly says that i£ one is able to establish his own paksap 
it is jay a for him and defeat for the other, it is needless to state that according 
to Akalahka, the establishment of one J s own theory is possible only by 
means of right reasoning. This constitutes the essential device in 
debates. 3 

8. Agama : Before discussing the validity of agama , it is necessary 
to know the views about the nature of iabda according to the Jains. In 
jaina dgamas * the iabda has been established as having material nature 
(pudgald ). Acarya Akalanka has given arguments in favour of this theory 
and on the analogy of shadow and sunshine has firmly established the 
material nature of word 5 and rejected the theory of the Naiyayikas that 
the Iabda is the quality of the sky. Further he has vehemently criticised 
the eternity of the word accepted by the MsmdmsakasP and has also criti¬ 
cised the sphota theory of VaiydkaranasP For the Jains, unl ike the MI mam- 
sakas, the scriptures arc the collection of the preachings of the Tirthankaras, 
So it was necessary for Akalahka to refute the Vedic tradition of apaurus- 
cyatva 8 and to establish the origin of the dgamas. Akalahka has rejected 
the validity of the dgamas established on the strength of apauruseyatva ; and, 
affirmed the validity of the agama on the strength of the virtues of the 
speaker, 0 Thus, the scriptures of the Jains take the place of iruti and 
further, the scope of the dgama-pramdna is expanded when he says that any¬ 
one knowing and describing a thing as such becomes AptaP 0 So, not 
only the Tirthankaras but an ordinary person can be an ipta in a limited 
sphere. Further a lively discussion on the meaning of words and the 
relation of words and the meaning is found in Akalarikas works, especially 
in SV. Akalanka has refuted in this connection the apoha of the Buddhist 
and other theories. 

1 SV, V, t, Z 

* taduks v m-tvapakfasiddhirekaya nigraha*nyasya vadmah—Atfasahasri, p. 87. 

* Vide Hindi Intro, p. and Jaina Darfana p. 372ff. 

* Uttaradhyayma-Sutra, XXVIII, 12. 13; TSu. V. 24. 

s SVT, IX. 2ff. 

* SV, VI. 2ff. 

* SV. VI. Sff, 

' SV VII, 28. 29. 

* ibid, Vn. 30. 

10 AftaJatJ, and Aftasahasri , p, 236 ; Vide Hindi Intro, p. 126 fF. 
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2. Prameya-Mimamsa 

Jainism is frankly realistic and pluralistic ; in other words, it is plural¬ 
istic realism : realistic, because it bclie% r es in the existence of external world 
which includes substances, the existential entities, that are infinite and 
beginningless ; and pluralistic in so far it asserts the infinite number of 
souls, infinite number of material atoms, innumerable atoms of kdla (time); 
and dharma y adharma and dkdia % one each. The following gdthd (PaS, 15) 
summarises the metaphysical position of the Jainas : 

bhdvassa natthi ndso natthi abhdvassa ceva uppddo , 
gurtapajjaesu bhdvd uppdyavayam pakuvvanti* ^ 

That is, neither an existent is destructible nor anything comes into existence 
afresh. All substances, with their various qualities and modifications, 
are coupled with origination, destruction and permanence ; all the existents 
are permanent, he. they are so of all times ; the number is neither diminished 
nor increased since the number of exlstents is fixed. The truth is ex 
nihih nihil fit , 1 

As referred already, that sat is subject to utpdda , vyaya and dhrauyya ; 
each substance takes the form of one modification, leaves it and develops 
some other quality; this mode of change is applicable to both types of 
ex is tents : cetana and ace tana \ because the change is the core of reality ; 
it has been never stopped nor will it have an end still. The substance 
retains its nature in the process of change ; it does not allow any foreign 
element in it, for the substance is self-existent in itself. 

It is the very nature of substance to persist inspite of transformation 
it undergoes every instant. The production of one, in this process is 
the destruction of the other and vice versa ; the thoery of causality pervades 
the ontology. It is interesting and instructive to note the differences of 
Buddhists and jainas, in connection with their views on the problem of 
santdna (continuum) and dhrmvya (permanance). Just as the jainas regard 
the continuous modifications of the substance as production and destruc¬ 
tion, Buddhists hold the constant flux of objects, jainas believe in in¬ 
cessant modifications of the substance. According to Buddhists though 
there is flux continuity is expressed by the word santdna. According to the 
Jainas in spite of the modifications there is continuity expressed by the 
word dhramya . Both the jainas and Buddhists believe that there is nothing 
which is without any change. So it is certain that both the Jainas and 
Buddhists believe that a particular component of parydya or santana is not 


1 a. Citd % II p. 16, 
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transferred to another substance or santdna Naturally there arises 
the question regarding the exact line of demarcation between santdna 
and dhrauvya* 

The Buddhists clearly maintain that there is continuity of the stream 
(santdna ) but the experience of continuity in itself is an illusion because 
of the momentariness of the Knower and the Known. To illustrate this 
illusion they cite the example of an army and a line 1 . They say the army 
is an abstract idea, so is the line {panktt), because though there is the reality 
of the soldiers etc. there is no substantial reality of an army as anything 
other than the joldiers. 

So they maintained that citia-santdna has an end. This tantamounts 
to the saying that there is no santdna. So in this way, the very criterion 
of reality that the element is indestructible, is contradicted 2 . 

The Jainas here maintained that dhrauvya is not an illusion, it is just 
real in as much as the com panants of the santdna are real. So there is no 
question of cessation of continuity of any existent Even in Moksa, the 
soul in its pristine purity continues this momentary change and this fact 
of the Jainas permeates all the existents. 

The reality is also defined as umversal-cum-particular; the 
universality is of two types : the dhrauvya called urdhmtdsdmd- nya 1 
continuity in time of a particular substance, also known as dravya and 
ekatva and the other type known as thyak-sdmdnya , which is sddriya or 
similarity of various substances. This type of universality is not perma¬ 
nent and allpervasive, as held by the Nalyayikas, but is extended to the 
limit of a particular. So according to the Jainas this universality is many 
in kind and not one. Particulars are also of two types : one type is called 
parydya of a particular substance and the other is the vyatireka be, 
independent substances spread out in the space. 

To summarise, when the real is defined as dravyaparydydtmaka , the 
substance is taken as dravya and its mode as parydyas ; and when the reality 
is defined as sdmdnya-visesdtmaka t the sdmdnya is taken as substance and 
vihsa as parydya \ moreover, the similarity is taken as sdmdnya and indivi¬ 
duality is taken as vihsa* 

1 Ssntandh mmuidyaka pahkii senddivan ntr , Bodhicaryavatara, p, 334. 

1 The later philosophers like Dharmakirti etc, surrender their position by accep¬ 
ting that even in Nirvana, citta continues its santdna as pure one. Vide TS, 

p, l 84, 
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Keeping in view this theory of reality, Akalanka has criticised the 
Vedanta’s absolutist^ theory of one Brahma 1 , the samkhya’s oneness of 
prakrti 2 , the independent sdmdnya and visesa which are the eternal entities 
according to Naiyayikas, 3 the iabiahrahma of Vaiyakaranas, 4 apoha of the 
Bauddhas etc, 6 

3, Naya-mitnamsa : 

According to the Jains reality is of the nature of anantadharma or 
infinite attributes. The comprehension of all these attributes is not possible 
by an ordinary person, only an omniscient can have the comprehension 
of all the attributes ; so it is but natural that in relation to reality the ordinary 
cogniser may have the various modes of apprehensions because of 
his limitations as a result of his incompetency, liking and disliking and 
various such factors. These modes are termed as nayas* Akalanka defines 
naya as jndtrndm abhisandhayah khalu naydh te dravyaparydyatah (SV, X. I), The 
Jaina philosophers have classified the modal apprehensions into nay as: 
dravyart hi hi and parydydrthlka . The mode of apprehension which takes 
into consideration the universal, comes under dravydrthihi ; and the mode 
of apprehension which takes into consideration the particular, is paryd- 
ydrthika , They are called respectively dravyastlka and parydydsiiha also 
(TV, I. 33), 

The relation between naya and pram ana is discussed by Akalanka, 
He is of the opinion that when one comprehends a substance on the ground 
of a particular attribute, that is to say, when he cognises the whole reality 
{sakalddela) through a particular attribute, it is called pramdna ; 
and when a person cognises the attributes of reality (vlka/adefa), it is 
called naya ; the reality as the aggregate of all the attributes is the object 
of pramdna while a particular attribute of the reality is naya* 

So it is quite dear that naya is the outcome of the comprehension 
of pramdna and that pramdna is none other than irutajmna 8 , 

It is obvious, that various schools of philosophy are the outcome 
of the absolutist view of a substance giving emphasis on certain aspects 
with the result that they reject downright the other aspects of reality, 

1 SV* VII 9, 10, X 10, XU 10, 

1 Ibid IV 15-20. 

* Ibid TV 23, 

4 Ibid XI 5, 

6 Ibid IX 13. 

« Ibid X 3. 
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Keeping such views in mind Akalarik has classified the nayas into right 
(sunaya ) and wrong (durnayd)* 1 That is to say that sumya , though gives 
preference to one of the attributes, does not reject others ; on the other 
hand, durnaya not only prefers but endorses that and rejects the rest* 

Briefly we can say that pramdna comprehends one and all, naya, one, 
durnaya rejects other than one 2 . 

The aforesaid two my as are further subdivided into seven : naigama , 
samgraha etc. 3 These seven are classified again into arthanaya and iabda- 
nay a ; the first four— naigama , samgraha , vyamhdra and rju sutra are called 
arthamyas ; and the rest viz., iabda , samabhirudha and evambhuta are iabda- 
rnyasP 

Akalanka has attempted to include the various schools of Indian 
philosophy into dnrnayas related to the seven nayas P 

The statement of naya is to be qualified by the word *sydf* which 
denotes the other attributes of a substance, which are not expressed by 
the statement. Some scholars, both modem and ancient, have wrong 
notions about this word. But Akalanka is manifestly clear that it does 
not denote the doubt, 6 indecision and such other knowledge but it only 
asserts a certain point of view and denotes the existence of the other attri¬ 
butes not expressed by the words. Though sometimes some naya state¬ 
ments do not have this word, still it is to be understood* 

The topics related to the nayas such as the definition and the scope 
of each naya and naydbhdsa , 7 syadvada, saptabhangi , sakalddeh, vikalddeja 
etc., are exhaustively dealt with elsewhere. 8 So it is needless to dwell at 
greater length. 

4* Nikshepa-Mimamsa 

One of the means to know the reality is niksjpa or explaining the 
meaning or the connotation of the word. Jaina philosophers have devoted 
much attention to this aspect. They have evolved a special system 
of commenting on the old scriptural texts on the basis of niksepas. The 

1 SV, X. 4. 

a Aftaiath Aifasahsn, p. 290 ; for the relevant quotation vide infra, p. 64. 

* SV, X. 1. 

* Ibid 6 Ibid, X- 1* 

* Lt, V. 62-63. 

7 Hindi Intro, p. 144-149, 

8 Introductions to AGT, NW ; and jaittadariana , pp. 475-617, 
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words have various connotations and denotations and to find out the exact 
meaning out of them, which would fit in the context, is the aim of mkjepas. 
The words sometimes connote the knowledge, sometimes external objects 
and also the words. So in order to remove the confusion the procedure 
of niksepa is essential to arrive at the right meaning, just like nayas t niksepas 
are also of various types. But briefly they are classified into four : Ndma , 
Sthdpana ; Dravya and Bhava. 1 Akalanka explains this in these words : 

niksepo nantahilpakaiiifavaravidhah prastntavydkriydrthah, 
tattvdrthajMnahetnrdvayanayavhayak sam iayacchedakdrL 2 

The nama-mksepa deals with the words without their connotation. 
The sthdpana deals with the meaning related to knowledge and dravya and 
bhava deal with the external objects. 

Now let us illustrate these niksepas taking the word Indra as an example, 
A person named Indra without any quality or capacity of the heavenly god 
Indra, is known by the name {ndma) Indra. Here the word Indra denotes 
only the name. The idol of Indra is also called Indra ; but there is difference 
between a person called Indra and an idol called by that name. The person 
called India does not get that reverence which is due to an idol of Indra, 
because the idol of Indra is taken to represent the real Indra. So the idol 
can be called by the name Indra as well as the synonyms of Indra just 
like Sakra, Purahdhara etc. But a person named Indra cannot be called 
by the above mentioned synonyms. The person who is to take birth 
as Indra is also called Indra and a person who has abandoned the position 
of Indra Is also called Indra, This is the dravya -niksepa which takes into 
view the past as well as the future mode of a particular thing. When the 
word connotes its real meaning it is called bhava ; when Indra itself is called 
Indra, it is bhava , 

In common parlance of life, there are certain occasions when we 
attach importance to the ndma only and on other occasions we are concerned 
ourselves with sthdpana , just as while playing chess we are not concerned 
with actual horses etc, but their representatives ; and we sec, for example, 
the boy is satisfied with the toy-horse instead of a real one. 

The relation between naya and niksepa is also explained. The ndma+ 
sthdpana and dravya are the objects of dravydrthika-mya y while the bhava is 
the object of parydydrthika-naya , 


i SV, XII. 2, 

1 Ibid XII, 1. 
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I have dealt with all these topics in detail in my book Jaina-dariam 
and the Hindi Introduction of the present volume and other introductions 
to various Jaina philosophical works edited by me ; most of them are of 
Akalahka. While discussing these subjects, the historical development 
and the philosophical aspect are taken into consideration. They are 
also discussed in a comparative manner, comparing each view with 
those of other systems of Indian philosophy. So repeation seems 
unnecessary here. 



